COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY 


viv] 


OF san sery 
ICHIGAN 
PAS 


HEARINGS oprnp,Main, 


‘OOM 
BEFORE THE 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON POULTRY AND EGGS 


OF THE 


COMMITTEE ON_AGRICULTURE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
" -—-s« RIGHT Y-FIFTH CONGRESS 


~ 


i / 








MARCH 6, 7, 8, AND 15, 1957 





Printed for the use of the Committee on Agriculture 


Serial G 


ee 





UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
89831 WASHINGTON : 1957 











COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 


HAROLD D. COOLEY, North Carolina, Chairman 
W. R. POAGE, Texas, Vice Chairman 


GEORGE M. GRANT, Alabama AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, Minnesota 
E. C. GATHINGS, Arkansas WILLIAM 8S. HILL, Colorado 
JOHN L. MCMILLAN, South Carolina CHARLES B. HOEVEN, Iowa 
THOMAS G. ABERNETHY, Mississippi SID SIMPSON, Illinois 

CARL ALBERT, Oklahoma PAUL B. DAGUE, Pennsylvania 
WATKINS M. ABBITT, Virginia RALPH HARVEY, Indiana 

JAMES G. POLK, Ohio PAGE BELCHDR, Oklahoma 
CLARK W. THOMPSON, Texas CLIFFORD G. McINTIRBP, Maine 
PAUL C. JONDS, Missouri WILLIAM R. WILLIAMS, New York 
JOHN C. WATTS, Kentucky ROBERT D. HARRISON, Nebraska 
HARLAN HAGEN, California HENRY ALDOUS DIXON, Utah 
LESTER R. JOHNSON, Wisconsin WINT SMITH, Kansas 

VICTOR L. ANFUSO, New York OTTO KRUEGER, North Dakota 
ROSS BASS, Tennessee CHARLES M. TEAGUE, California 
COYA KNUTSON, Minnesota DONALD E. TEWES, Wisconsin 


W. PAT JENNINGS, Virginia 


DELEGATES 
D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, Florida er 


E, L. BARTLETT, Alaska 
JOHN A. BURNS, Hawaii 
RESIDENT COMMISSIONER 
A. FERNOS-ISERN, Puerto Rico 
Mrs. MABEL C, DOWNEY, Clerk 
Gro. L. REID, Jr., Assistant Clerk 


JOHN J. HEIMBERGER, Counsel 
FRANCIS M, LEMAY, Consultant 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON POULTRY AND EGGS 


JOHN C. WATTS, Kentucky, Chairman 


CLARK W. THOMPSON, Texas CLIFFORD G. MCINTIRE, Maine 
LESTER R. JOHNSON, Wisconsin ROBERT D. HARRISON, Nebraska 
VICTOR L. ANFUSO, New York HENRY A. DIXON, Utah 


JOHN A. BURNS, Hawaii 


II 





a€ 
x ae 
S OF AM 2RVR 


CONTENTS 





Statement of— 
Abbott, L. H., president of the Kentucky Poultry Federation-.-~---- 
American Veterinary Madisal Assosietit....o<0s6h <b onenashi-= cats 
Barker, Shirley W., director of the poultry de -partment, Amalgamated 
Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America, AFL—CIO- 
Booras, Mrs. James A., assistant legislative chairman, Housewives 
United, WaemmD Otol. DD. Cena ietenk Sclgemutan ae saa eae 
Butz, Hon. Earl L., Assistant Secretary of Agriculture; : “aecompanie od 
by Hermon I. Miller, Director, Poultry Division; Roy W. Lennart- 
son, Deputy Administrator; Charles W. Buey, Assistant General 
Counsel, Office of the General Counsel; Nathan Koenig, Special As- 
sistant to the Administrator; and Roy E. Willie, Chief, Inspection 
3ranch, Poultry Division, Agricultural Marketing Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture___-- - aphe 
Carpenter, Cliff D., president, Institute of American Poultry Indus- 
tries, accompanied by Frank T. Pee field service director, 
Chicago, Ill_.._--- Saas aed hana a a4 
Coffin, Hon. Frank M., representative in Congress from the State 
of Maine- tet adie 
Ferster, Herbert, on behalf of the Associatlon of Kosher Processors. 
Inc.; The Kosher Dressed Poultry Distributors Association, Ine.; 
The Schochtim Union, Local 370; The Kashruth Mashgichim Sup- 
ervisors Union; and the Salesmen and Poultry Workers Union, 
Local 662__ pita teen's ve er 2 iiedets 
Florio, Lloyd, M. D., manager, Department of Health and Hospitals, 
city and county of Denver, Colo dec bene ta pee 
Fogarty, Hon. John E., a Representative in ‘Congress from the State 
of Rhode Island - ass : 
Gibson, Albert R., executive secretary, Georgia Poultry Federation, 
Gainesville, Ga —s rn - 
Griffiths, Hon. Martha W., a eee ee in Congress from the 
State of ne in bus " 
Harvey, John L., Deputy C ommissioner, Food and Drug Administra- 
tion, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. agli 
Haskell, Hon. Harry G., Jr., a Representative in Congress from the 
State of Delaware _- et ; ‘is 
Haskin, Dr. Aaron H., health officer, city of Newark, N. J_______.. 98 
Harrison, Hon. Burr P., a Representative in Congress from the 
Seventh Congressional District of the State of Virginia- er 
Hawks, Charles D., general manager of the Arkansas Poultry Federa- 
Meson os GS saa eas te lace x ede sc een eee Seto are 
Hibbard, Dr. Max, State public health veterinarian, Virginia State 
Department of Health, on behalf of conference of public health 
veterinarians. __-_--_. teu citin appa eee aati <exenebe 
Hoeven, Hon. Charles B., a Representative in Congress from the 
State of Towa__- gota pac pa eogereais mes 
Housh, Chester C, npre ‘sident, National Poultry Federation, appearing 
on behalf of the N National Turkey Federation, Elkton, Va A 
Jerome, Wallace director, Wisconsin Turkey Federation, director 
of Wisconsin Tuske ‘V Marke ‘ting Cooperative, Wisconsin director 
of National Turkey Federation, turkey grower, hatcheryman, and 
processor, Barron, Wis 
Johnson, Reuben, assistant coordinator of legislative services, 
National Farmers Union 
Klahold, Harold P., president, Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, 
Trenton, Na ciies accompanied by Dr. Alfred Van Wagenen 


Ir 





Page 
137 
97 
181 
230 


66 


CONTENTS 


Statement of—Continued 


Kumpe, J. O., manager of the Arkansas Poultry Cooperative, Inc-_-- 
Livney, Martin L., president, American Poultry Farmers Association__ 
McCarthy, Hon. Eugene J., of Minnesota__.__.._._._._--__------ 
Machrowicz, Hon. Thaddeus M., a Representative in Congress from 
EE I eee 
ees, Hon. D. R. (Billy), Member of Congress from the State of 
acs a canes ca AIR So Rh I le i it a sla es en 
Metcalf, Hon. Lee, a Representative in Congress from the State of 
I a a 
Miller, Hon. Edward T., a Representative from the First Congres- 
nn enn eee ccsnasesaes= 
Miller, Hermon I., Director of Poultry Division, Department of 
ee re oe oss Raw gt ammmeion 
Morano, Hon. Albert P., of Connecticut 
Neuberger, Hon. Richard L., of Oregon. -...-..-...---_---.------ 
Osgood, Clayton, Department of Agriculture, Augusta, Maine__----_- 
Oslund, Mrs. Genevieve, on behalf of Mrs. R. I. C. Prout, president, 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs____.__._..-_.-..--------- 
Parker, Joseph O., legislative counsel, National Grange____------ Bode 
Parks, Robert R., executive director, American Poultry and Hatchery 
Federation (as presented by Mr. Wolney) 
Tess Reon ererve OF Pn en nc de ce ee wee ee ne 
LON Geen. 2eCre 15, OF WiCOOMM en ee eclaes wan ewe 
Riggle, John J., secretary, National Council of Farmer Cooperatives_ 
Riley, George D., AFL-CIO legislative representative.___--.------ 
eee Hon. Fred, a Representative in Congress from the State 
I eee eee eth ene ck ae ween e he ao eae er 
eee, a ed © OF MMIII 8 i ne weds oi emnen- «ee 
Sullivan, Hon. Leonor K., Member of Congress from Missouri-_-_-_--- 
Sussman, Oscar, Dr., Association of State Public Health Veterinarians, 
New Jersey State Department of Health. -__.....-....-------+- 
Thomas, Paul G., vice president, Southeastern Poultry & Egg Associ- 
Me eesti aan eae ie een OREM Ree Se a eee ae a 
Triggs, Matt, American Farm Bureau Federation______-.___------- 
Trombold, Charles D., director of quality control of Campbell Soup 
en ge oe eee ee ec ag crops delim 
Van Wagenen, Alfred, secretary of the National Poultry Producers 
Federation 
Walsh, W. L., secretary, Alabama Poultry Industry Association, 
i 2 2s oe he. ead eee ae aeae 
Williams, Paul, executive secretary, Southeastern Poultry & Egg 
Sent INI Se acca snegidece 
Willie, Dr. Roy E., Chief, Inspection Branch, Poultry Division, Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service, United States Department of Agri- 
culture 
Winfield, John A., North Carolina Department of Agriculture, 
ha al he La nh awn cmaee ck rakes 


Additional data submitted to the subcommittee by— 


Barker, Shirley W.: 
I I OO tg tesla ema a op Wi x ee 
Injury-frequency rates for selected manufacturing industries, 

by month and quarter, revised 1955 and first 9 months 1956_- 
Injury rates in manufacturing set new record low___-----~------ 
Public Health Significance of Ornithosis (Psittacosis) in Poultry 

eee ai my i tay 
Table I. Reported cases of psittacosis and ornithosis in the 
re ee Ie ce ncaa ae cag enege mine we 
Table II. Ornithosis cases among groups exposed to infected 

turkeys in Oregon, 1956 

Carpenter, Cliff D.: 

Institute of American Poultry Industries, Chicago, Ill., supple- 
mental statement 


Cooley, Hon. Harold D.: 
Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North 
America, Local Union No. 529, Yakima, Wash., letter of 
NN ah a atari TO ata Aa ahaa gai Aka eo 


Page 
114 
241 
304 

93 
300 
303 
296 

13 
302 
305 

86 


232 
257 


111 
299 
301 
227 
266 
275 
267 
157 


134 
248 


139 

96 
178 
128 


39 
69 


184 


191 
190 


185 
189 
189 


323 








CONTENTS v 
Additional data submitted to the subcommittee by—Continued 
Cooley, Hon. Harold D.—Continued Page 
American Nurses’ Association, Inc., New York, N. Y., letter of 
Mareoh 7, 106730! ., ine bh le. Adee He 316 
Association of State Public Health Veterinarians, Trenton, N. J., 
lotier of .Disveh 2). 1GGF. ncccccnicumswawd fo tok Ses wed 325 


Dunn, J. I., Live Oak, Fla., letter to Hon. D. R. (Billy) Matthews 


Of Maron is. 1957... TU Peel BAe J See re ee 321 
Florio, Lloyd, M. D., Manager, Department of Health and 

Hospitals, Denver, Colo., telegram of March 6, 1957, and 

letter of (Neruh. 71960) tc sauce toe all sence. 318 
International Association of Milk and Food 8 Sanitarians, Inc., 

Shelbyville, Ind., letter of March 12, 1957______________---~- 322 
Mid-Continental Association of Food and Drug Officials, Kansas 

City, Mo., letter of March 8, 1957_.........._____- ae 319 
Mississippi Poultry Improvement Association, Jackson, Miss.. 320 
National Association of Hotel and Restaurant Meat Purveyors, 

Chicago, Il, letter of March 6, 1957________-  . 317 
North Carolina State Board of Health, Raleigh, N. ‘le tter of 

MaretvG-20Ghi 2 cath elect thik USS Rae 317 
Oak Ridge Game Farm, Maysville, Ark., letter of March 18, 

RI hse hen ecescbictdn ncaa mariclankeak a eae eae nee a cee, . ee 
Rooney, John J., Washington, D. C., letter of March 14, 1957... 324 
Texas Broiler Association, Ine., Garrison, Tex., letter and 

article... March: 10, T0GF22562 16.4. Jal we 6 3 Booth 3 312 
Textile Workers Union of America, Washington, D. C., letter of 

MIGIONI EO, MOOT Soe fe woheve Us BL des 324 
Thayer’s “Pheasant Land,’’ Candia, N. H., letter of March 6, 

ROR Sx Geoaese bi. Ler bie DOU IG EE oe 316 
Whitney Quail Farms, Austin, Tex., letter to Hon. Homer Thorn- 

Derry Of Maren Il, 1964.2... 2 abies ate a ae Se ee 


Dixon, Hon. Henry Aldous: 
Bevers, Herbert, general manager, Norbest Turkey Growers’ 
Association, Salt Lake City, Utah, telegram of March 7, 1957_- 262 

McIntire, Hon. Clifford G.: 
ee Turkey Cooperative, Caribou, Maine, letter of March 


ROOT oo ose ; a aes ass inte eleto teal 292 
Seatenate Hon. Richard L.: 
Egg Candlers and Poultry Workers Local Union, No. 231, Port- 
land, Oreg., letter of February 6, 1957_ = aa 307 


Operation Quarantine, article from Agriculture Bulletin, “Oregon 
State Department of Agriculture, of June 1956___...._____- 307 
Watts, Hon. John C.: 
Association of American Railroads, Washington, D. C., letter of 
March 7, 1957 ¥ : ot 106 
Association of State Public Health Veternarians, Trenton, N. J., 


SORCORIOE HEATON Ee FOG vows Saslew te adduced cea eee 163 
Baumgartner, Leona, M. D., Commissioner of Health, New 

York, N. Y., letter of February 27, ne Siri 103 
Browning Turkey Farm, Winchester, Ky., | etter of March 5, 1957- 316 
Cleere, R. L., M. D., executive director, Colors ido State Depart- 

ment of Public Health, telegram_________.___-_-- ents 99 


Crowe, Lavina, Secretary, Eau Claire Trades and Labor Council 
and Affiliated Unions, Eau Claire, Wis., telegram of March 
1057... - is Fouiereeteren a Sica de et a a 105 
Dugan, Mrs. F. C., director, Division of Food and Drug Control, 
Kentucky Department of Health, Louisville, Ky.. letters of 


March 4, 1957, and February 21, 1957___-_-- .. 314,515 
Echo oe Pheasant Ranch, Marshfield, Mo., letter of March 6, 

1957__-_ cae Sa a al ac eo 293 
Suntealied of re regulatory ‘actions under Federal Food, Drug and 

Cosmetic Act, furnished by Food and Drug Administration___ 62 


Hardwicke, Dr. H. M., acting director, Division of Health of 


Missouri, Jefferson City, Mo., letter of March 7, 1957_____-- 294 
Holle, Henry A., M. D., State Department of Health, Austin, 
Ton.. levies of Martel @ F007... oon cewncwecncuscseccauke 106 


Indiana State Board of Health, letter of M: irch ! 5, 1957. 


sd ace 59 





CONTENTS 


Additional data submitted to the subcommittee by—Continued 
Watts, Hon. John C.—Continued 


Kideney, Isabel H., American Association of University Women, 
Washington, D. C., letter of March 7, 1957_._.._________ 
Knutson, Coya, Congresswoman, Washington, D. C., letter of 
March 15, 1957 Scie siete ; fi zal 
Livney, Martin L., president, American | Poultry Farmers Associa- 
tion, letter of March & 3007..........268Lidad4 tie 
Ludwig, Edwin, Director, Bureau of Food and Drugs, New York. 
N. Y., letter of Ms arch 6, 1957 fi. ; 
Mack, Hon. Russell V., Member of C ongre ss, W: ashington, D.C. 
letter of March 6, GBT. iits. 30. su sdseuoiasn i 
North American Game Breeders Association, Inc., Warrensburg, 
Mo,, letter of Mebruary34)) 1967.22 00s. Leese ill. 
Report from the Department of Agriculture, dated March 6, 1957 
Sahn, Milton E.. in behalf of members of the New York Live 
Poultry Terminal Dealers’ Association. _ .......-...._..-._- 
Stephens, Nell F., registered lobbyist, W: ashington, D. C., letter 
of Mareh’6, 1967.20 bcc ti soc ples ee ay & 
Teague, Russell, E., M. D., State Health Commissioner, Louis- 
ville, Ky., letter of March 4, 1957_____- 
Union Favors Poultry Bill........__-- 
Watch those chickens! 
Wernersbach, William J., ge ner: ‘ral manager, Wisconsin Produce 
Inc., Eleva, Wis., letter of March 4, 1957 ‘ 
Who will do the inspecting? ____ ioe sé ea 
Young, Benjamin, New Y ork, N. Y., tele ‘gram of March 6, 1957 


Willie, Dr. Roy E.: 


Methods for performing the inspection and proceedures by Daniel 
IOWA swells secbde nec 


Page 


100 


62 
315 


101 
214 


105 


102 
99 


41 








COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND 
POULTRY PRODUCTS 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 6, 1957 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMobITY SUBCOMMITTEE ON PoULTRY AND Ea6s, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 o’clock a. m., in 
room 1310, New House Oflice Building, Hon. John C. Watts (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Watts (presiding), Thompson, Johnson, 
Anfuso, McIntire, and Dixon. 

Also present : Representatives Poage, Abernethy, Abbitt, Thompson, 
Hagen, Jennings, Krueger, Teague, and Landrum. 

Mr. Warts (presiding). The committee will come to order. 

The subcommittee has before it Mr. Polk’s H. R. 377 and H. R. 
5489, Mr. Abernethy’s H. R. 514, Mr. Anfuso’s H. R. 4357 and H. R. 
5403, Mr. Price’s H. R. 899, Mr. Miller's H. R. 1964, Mr. Hoeven’s 
H. R. 3052, Mrs. Sullivan’ s H. R. 12 and H. R. 5398, Mr. Elliott’s 
H. R. 5463, and Mr. McIntire’s H. R. 767. 

I do not believe I have overlooked any, but if I have I shall ap- 
preciate having it called to my attention. 

Mr. Drxon. May I interrupt ? 

Mr. Warts. Yes. 

Mr. Dixon. Mr. McIntire asked to be excused for a little while. 
He will be in later. 

Mr. Warts. Very well. 

I hope that since there does not seem to be a great deal of contro- 
versy with reference to whether we have the inspection or not, we will 
confine ourselves as much as possible to the issues before us. 

The bills listed above all propose to initiate a program of compulsory 
poultry and poultry-products inspection. They vary in several par- 
ticulars on such points as (1) the scope, area, and degree of inspection 
required ; (2) the agency which will be charged with the responsibility 
of inspection, although all agree that inspection should be made by 
some agency within ‘the Department of Agriculture; (3) when in- 
spection and regulation should become effective; (4) what relationship 
the poultry-inspection program should have with existing consumer- 
protection programs, both Federal and State; (5) the nature and dura- 
tion of exemptions from the act; and (6) the degree of culpability 
necessary to constitute a violation of the act. 

Some Congressmen have introduced a sec ond bill containing modi- 
fications over their original proposals which is indicative of the fact 
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that there is yet considerable uncertainty even in the minds of those 
most familiar with the subject as to what form the legislation should 
take to best serve the interests of the American people. 

Valuable hearings were conducted last session by this subcommittee 
under the able chairmanship of James Polk. The work of the sub- 
committee, under his guidance last session, has brought forth much 
information that will be helpful to the subcommittee this session. 

Since many witnesses who will testify at these sessions either testi- 
fied last year or are representing organizations who provided the com- 
mittee with information and testimony at last year’s hearing, the sub- 
cominittee would appreciate the emphasis in the testimony to be placed 
on the major differences in the bills before the committee unless, of 
course, the witness is objecting to the enactment of any mandatory 
inspection plan. 

It would be further helpful to the subcommittee in its study of these 
legislative proposals, if witnesses would point up in their testimony 
any change of tninking or position they might have had with respect 
to any aspect of the subject since testifying last year. 

Before hearing from the first witness, I might add that I am, as 
I am sure are the other members, much interested in seeing adequate 
consumer safeguards in effect in the poultry producing and processing 
industry. 

We have with us this morning as our first witness, Mr. Earl Butz, 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. And we will be glad to hear from 
you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EARL L. BUTZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY HERMON I. MILLER, 
DIRECTOR, POULTRY DIVISION; ROY W. LENNARTSON, DEPUTY 
ADMINISTRATOR; CHARLES W. BUCY, ASSISTANT GENERAL 
COUNSEL, OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL; NATHAN KOENIG, 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR; AND ROY E. 
WILLIE, CHIEF, INSPECTION BRANCH, POULTRY DIVISION, AGRI- 
CULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Burz. Mr. Chairman and members, we in the Department of 
Agriculture are glad to participate in this committee’s hearings on 
bills which would provide for the compulsory inspection by this 
Department of poultry and poultry products. 

As indicated in the position taken a year ago, the Department of 
Agriculture favors the enactment of legislation providing for the 
compulsory inspection of poultry. 

This committee has before it a dozen bills which would provide for 
the compulsory inspection of poultry by the Department of Agricul- 
ture. 

In the opinion of this Department, six of these bills afford the leg- 
islative framework necessary for an effective compulsory inspection 
program. 

These bills are H. R. 877, H. R. 514, H. R. 767, H. R. 1964, H. R. 
3052, and H. R. 5463. 
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Although these particular bills are similar in many of their pro- 
visions, they differ in others. 

Since the Department has been formally requested by this com- 
mittee to report on H. R. 377, H. R. 514, and H. R. 12, it has given 
detailed study to these three bills. 

The report has just been given to Mrs. Downey. 

Mr. Warrs. Permit me to interrupt. I have before me the report 
which I would like to make a part of the record at this point. 

It is rather lengthy, and I think the committee will probably read 
it at some other time rather than impose on the time of the witnesses 
that are before the committee at this time. 

(The report dated March 6, 1957, is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., March 6, 1957. 
Hon. HAarotp D. CooLey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CooLtey: This is in reply to your two requests of January 
31 for reports on three bills, namely H. R. 12, H. R. 377, and H. R. 514, all of 
which provide for the compulsory Federal inspection of poultry and poultry 
products by this Department. 

While H. R. 377 and H. R. 514 both provide authority for an effective inspection 
program, the Department would prefer the enactment of H. R. 377 with some 
modifications as suggested hereinafter. 

The Department does not favor legislation such as H. R. 12, which would 
provide for poultry inspection by amending the Meat Inspection Act of 1906 
and the Tariff Act of 1980. Providing for poultry inspection through such legis- 
lation adequately fits neither the needs for an effective poultry-inspection pro- 
gram nor the particular pattern of the poultry industry. The poultry and red- 
meat industries are to a great degree distinct in the overall agricultural economy, 
and the protection of consumer health involves the application of inspection 
procedures which necessarily must be different for each. 

Both H. R. 377 and H. R. 514 would provide for the compulsory inspection 
of poultry and poultry products to prevent the entry into or flow or movement in 
commerce of any poultry product which is unwholesome or adulterated. These 
bills provide for antemortem inspections, postmortem inspections, reinspections, 
and the establishment of sanitary requirements, labeling, the maintenance of 
records, and would prescribe penalties for violations. The bills would also pro- 
vide the Secretary of Agriculture with authority to grant certain exemptions 
and provide for the appropriation of funds necessary for carrying out the 
purposes of the legislation. 

There is presently no Federal law providing for the compulsory inspection of 
poultry and poultry products such as is contemplated by these proposed bills, 
or is in effect under the Meat Inspection Act for beef and other red meats. 

Under the broad authority of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, and 
comparable authority with respect to inspection programs contained in previous 
legislation, this Department has for some years been actively conducting many 
food inspection programs on a voluntary basis. These include inspection of 
poultry designed to insure that the purchaser is receiving a product which is 
sound, healthful, wholesome, and fit for human food. The Department has been 
conducting this voluntary poultry inspection program for more than 25 years. 
At present there are about 320 poultry processing plants availing themselves of 
this service and paying about $3.2 million per year for its use. In addition, 
there is an appropriation of about $155,000 per year. Approximately 515 De- 
partment employees are engaged in the poultry inspection work. This personnel 
includes about 315 inspectors who are graduates of accredited veterinary 
schools. 

This Department’s voluntary poultry inspection program presently covers a 
volume equal to about one quarter of all of the poultry sold off farms in the 
United States. It is estimated that this volume is equal to somewhat more than 
half of the poultry products moving in interstate commerce. The recent tre- 
mendous expansion in the use of the voluntary poultry inspection program by 
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the industry, the changes in production patterns, and the prepackaging of 
poultry products, indicate a current activity in interstate commerce of the first 
magnitude that 10 years ago, by comparison, was of minor significance. 

The regulations under which inspection for wholesomeness is conducted in 
the voluntary program have been developed in accordance with the requirements 
of the Administrative Procedures Act. The standards set forth are extremely 
high. They incorporate the views of many scientists and public health agencies. 
The sanitation requirements of these regulations provided the pattern for the 
suggested code for poultry plant sanitation which was published by the United 
States Public Health Service and developed through the cooperation of public 
health agencies and industry. This Department believes that the logical and 
sound way to furnish protection to consumers in the form of compulsory poultry 
inspection would be to build the compulsory program on the experience gained 
through the administration of the voluntary program. The Department be- 
lieves that both H. R. 377 and H. R. 514, with some modifications, would provide 
ample authority for the Secretary to accomplish this. 

The Department has given continuining study to the bills which were intro- 
duced in the second session of the 84th Congress, and has studied the various 
bills which have been introduced in this session of the 85th Congress. H. R. 377 
is a bill which incorporates all of the amendments recommended by this Depart- 
ment on a bill introduced in the Second Session of the 84th Congress and, there- 
fore, the Department feels that H. R. 377 is a desirable bill for consideration by 
the 85th Congress. However, as a result of the Department’s continuing study 
there are some additional modifications that we feel should be made in H. R. 377. 
These are as follows: 

1. Page 3, section 4, lines 18 through 18: Change the sentence beginning on 
line 13 to two sentences reading as follows: 

“Whenever, after public hearing, he finds that the designation of such a 
city or area will tend to effectuate the purposes of this Act, he shall by 
order designate such city or area and prescribe the provisions of this Act 
which shall be applicabie thereto and grant such exemptions therefrom as 
he determines practicable. Such designation shall not become effective until 
six months after the notice thereof is published in the Federal Register.” 

It is difficult to anticipate all of the problems with which the Department may 
be confronted in furnishing inspection service in a designated city or area, but 
it is our opinion that the authority to prescribe provisions of the act which will 
be applicable and to grant exemptions may prove to be beneficial in the effective 
administration of this section, particularly in avoiding the possibility of dupli- 
cation of inspection as between that of the Federal Government and that of 
State and local governments. 

2. Page 19, section 22 (h) following paragraph (4): It is recommended that 
two paragraphs be added to the definition of the term “adulterated” as follows: 

“(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or 
abstracted therefrom. 

“(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed there- 
with so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, 
or make it appear better or of greater value than it is.” 

The Department feels that the authority in these two paragraphs, which are 
taken from the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act, would be desirable in order 
to give added assurance that poultry products bearing the inspection mark will 
not be adulterated. 

3. Page 4, section 5 (a), lines 8 through 12: Change the sentence beginning 
on line 8 to read: 

“All poultry carcasses and parts thereof and poultry products found to 
be unfit for human consumption shall be condemned and shall, if no appeal 
be taken from such determination of condemnation, be destroyed for human 
food purposes under the supervision of an inspector.” 

The reason for this suggested change is that there may be instances where 
a poultry product which is adulterated but fit for human consumption may be 
salvaged or reprocessed. 

4. Page 10, section 8 (i), line 3: Change by adding a comma after the word 
“commerce” and inserting thereafter the phrase “or from an official estab- 
lishment,”’. 

This addition would make clear the intent of the paragraph, which appears 
to be that of providing the authority to prohibit the movement in interstate or 
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foreign commerce of any slaughtered poultry or uninspected poultry carcasses 
except for the purpose of further processing in an official establishment. 

5. Page 13, section 15 (a) (38), lines 6 through 11: Change to: 

“(3) for such period of time as the Secretary determines that it would 
be impracticable to provide inspection and the exemption will aid in the 
effective administration of this Act, any person engaged in the processing 
of poultry or poultry products for commerce and the poultry or poultry 
products processed by such person; Provided, however, that no such exemp- 
tion shall continue in effect on and after July 1, 1960.” 

We prefer this language because it provides for exempting “persons” as well as 
poultry and poultry products. The exemption of “persons” conforms to other 
exemptions and would provide for consistent application of the penalties and 
other provisions of the act. This would provide for exemptions, if necessary, for 
a limited period after the effective date of the act, in case the Department is 
unable to provide inspection service to all applicants on or before the effective 
date because of unavailability of qualified inspectors. 

6. Page 14, section 17 (a), line 7: We assume that the word “unhealthy” in 
line 7, page 14 is a misprint and was intended to read “‘unhealthful.” 

7. Page 17, section 22 (d), lines 7 and 8: Insert the word “bird” after the word 
“domesticated.” This will clarify the language so that an interpretation might 
not be made to the effect that this definition applies only to game birds. 

8. We would suggest some changes in the requirements concerning labeling 
which will also necessitate changes in the section on ‘Definitions’ and in the 
section on ‘Prohibited Acts.” These are as follows: 

(a) Starting page 20, section 22, lines 4 to 7: Modify the definition of 
“label” to read : 

“(n) The term label means any written, printed, or graphic material 
upon the shipping container, if any, or upon the immediate container, 
including but not limited to an individual consumer package, of the 
poultry product, or accompanying such product.” 

(b) Add as subsection (0) of section 22 the detinition for the term “‘ship- 
ping container” as follows: 

“The term ‘shipping container’ means any container used or intended 
for use in packaging the product packed in an immediate container.” 

(c) Add as subsection (p) of section 22 the definition for the term ‘“‘im- 
mediate container” as follows: 

“The term ‘immediate container’ includes any consumer package; or 
any carton, box, barrel or other receptacle in which poultry carcasses 
or poultry products, not consumer packaged, are packed.” 

(d) Starting page 5, section 7 (a), lines 12 to 21: Change the first sen- 
tence to read: 

“Each shipping container of any poultry product inspected under the 
authority of this Act and found to be wholesome and not adulterated 
shall at the time such product leaves the official establishment bear, in 
distinctly legible form, the official inspection mark and the approved 
plant number of the official establishment in which the contents were 
processed.” 

(e) Also, delete the words “each individual consumer package, if any” 
on page 5, section 7 (a), lines 21 and 22, and substitute the words “each im- 
mediate container.” There will always be an immediate container and, there- 
fore, the words “if any” need not be used in connection with that term. 

All of the information required by section 7 to be shown on each individual 
consumer package should, in our opinion, be shown on each immediate container 
regardless of whether it be an individual consumer package or some other kind of 
immediate container. On the other hand, there would not appear to be any need 
to require labeling information on a shipping container other than the official in- 
spection mark and the approved plant number of the official establishment in 
which the contents were processed, since all of the other mandatory labeling in- 
formation would be shown on the immediate container in which the product will 
be delivered to the consumer or user. The application of paragraph (b) of the 
section would include any additional labeling which the processor may desire to 
show on the shipping container. This would not be in conflict with the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and would serve to minimize the labeling informa- 
tion required by law to be shown on shipping containers. 
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(f) Starting page 7, section 8 (a), line 23: Change section 8 (a) to read as 
follows: 

“(a) The processing, sale or offering for sale, transportation, or de- 
livery or receiving for transportation, in commerce or in a designated 
city or area, of any poultry product, unless such poultry product has been 
inspected for wholesomeness and unless the shipping container, if any, 
and the immediate container are marked in accordance with the provi- 
sions of this Act.” 

It is believed that the enactment of this proposed legislation would result in a 
need for $7,750,000 on an annual basis during the first year and an annual appro- 
priation of approximately $10 million for each subsequent year. This amount 
would, of course, have to be increased to the extent that the act was applied to 
cities and areas as provided in section 5. A study would be made in the interim, 
before the legislation became fully effective, to serve as a basis for arriving at 
the cost of the program. 

The Department wishes to point out that the time schedule in the legislation 
as written and upon which the above estimates are based would require that all 
poultry-processing plants subject to the mandatory poultry inspection would be 
operating under the program by July 1, 1958. This period of time is, in our 
opinion, not sufficient to permit the industry and the Department of Agriculture 
to make the preparations and adjustments necessary to meet the mandatory re- 
quirements that would be imposed by this legislation. For this reason, the 
Department urges that consideration be given to extending the final effective date 
of this legislation to July 1, 1959. Should this modification be made, the estimated 
funds required for the first year would approximate $4,750,000 on an annual basis, 
$7,750,000 for the second year, and $10 million for the third year. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. T. BENSON, 
Secretary. 


Mr. Dixon. Will copies of this report be made available to the mem- 
bers, that is, of the report, be made available to the members of the 
committee ? 

Mrs. Downey (the clerk). We will have additional copies made so 
all members may have one. 

Mr. Watts. You may go ahead. 

Mr. Butz. The report was just filed and will be made available. 

Mr. Drxon. That is what I would like to get. 

Mr. Burz. While H. R. 377 and H. R. 514 both provide for an effec- 
tive inspection program, the Department prefers H. R. 377 with some 
modifications. 

The Department does not favor legislation such as H. R. 12, which 
would provide for poultry inspection by amending the Meat Inspection 
Act of 1906 and the Tariff Act of 1930. 

Providing for poultry inspection through such legislation does not 
adequately recognize that the poultry and red-meat industries are to 
a great degree distinct in the overall agricultural economy and that the 
protection of consumer health involves the application of inspection 
procedures which necessarily must be different for each. 

The Department recommends against H. R. 5398, H. R. 5403, and 
H. R. 5489, mainly for two particular reasons. 

1. They designate the agency within the Department of Agriculture 
which would be responsible for administering compulsory poultry 
inspection. 

We believe this is contrary to good administration and in conflict 
with the policy established by Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, 
approved by Congress. 
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We believe the decision as to where any activity, including the com- 
pulsory inspection of poultry, is to be administered within the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture should be a responsibility of the Secretary. 

2. These three bills specifically prohibit the interstate movement of 
so-called dressed or uneviscerated poultry. 

We are sure that Congress would not intend to impose unnecessary 
and unwarranted restrictions upon trading so long as the objective— 
adequate protection of consumers—can be accomplished otherwise. 

No constructive purpose would be served by prohibiting the inter- 
state movement of dressed poultry so long as its movement can be 
controlled. Such control is provided in H. R. 377, for example, which 
would prohibit the movement of dressed poultry, except as between 
official establishments and then only when in accordance with rules 
and regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The Department also recommends against H. R, 899 and H. R, 4857 
largely because (1) they do not provide for gradual application of 
inspection activity so as to furnish the time which would be needed 
by both the Department and the industry to meet the demands of a 
compulsory inspection program, (2) they designate a specific agency 
within the Department of Agriculture which would be responsible for 
the compulsory inspection of poultry instead of leaving this to the 
Secretary, and (3) they do not adequately recognize that the poultry 
and red-meat industries are to a great degree distinct in the overall 
agricultural economy and that the protection of consumer health in- 
volves the application of inspection procedures which necessarily must 
be different for each. 

The Department of Agriculture has given continuing study to the 
bills which were introduced in the 2d session of the 84th Congress and 
also the bills introduced in this session of the 85th Congress. 

H. R. 377 is a bill which incorporates all of the amendments sug- 
gested by this Department to a bill introduced in the 2d session of the 
84th Congress. 

Therefore, the Department feels that H. R. 377 is a desirable bill 
for consideration by the 85th Congress. However, as a result of the 
Department’s continuing study, there are some additional modifica- 
tions that we feel should be made in H. R. 377 which, if the committee 
so desires, will be discussed later by Mr. Hermon I. Miller, Director of 
our Poultry Division. 

We in the Department of Agriculutre regard these bills for com- 
pulsory poultry inspection as important legislative proposals. They 
deal with a subject that is vital to the well-being of both poultry con- 
sumers and poultry producers. 

The consumer must at all times be assured of a wholesome product. 
That is also important from the standpoint of the producer who is 
dependent upon the consumer for his market. 

Thus, legislation providing for effective compulsory inspection of 
poultry and poultry products necessarily serves the interests of both 
consumers and producers. 

As background for the committee’s consideration of this important 
legislation, I would like to review some of the activities of the Depart- 
ment in the food-inspection field and some of the changes which have 
taken place in the poultry industry over recent years. 

The Department conducts a number of food-inspection programs 
under various authorities provided by Congress. All red meat which 
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enters interstate commerce is required to be inspected under the 
Federal Meat Inspection Act passed in 1906. 

The Department also conducts voluntary inspection services for 
processed fruits and vegetables and for poultry under the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946. 

The food- -inspection’ programs authorized by the Agricultural 
Marketing Act are of a service, nonmandatory nature. These pro- 
grams, therefore, are available on a voluntary basis, and provide a 
service both to industry and consumers. 

The Department’s voluntary poultry inspection program provides 
for detailed inspection of individual birds at the time of processing. 

The consumer can recognize when this inspection has been per- 
formed by a distinguishing mark which is in the form of a circle, 
and contains w ithin this circle the words “United States Inspected for 
Wholesomeness.” 

This assures the consumer that the ready-to-cook poultry covered 
by this mark was processed in a plant which met the rigid sanitary 
facility and operating requirements of the United States Department 
of Agriculture. 

It further assures that at the time of evisceration ever y individual 
bird was examined by a qualified inspector, either a veterinarian or a 
lay inspector under the direct supervision of a veterinarian, to deter- 
mine its fitness for human food. 

Any bird which is not considered suitable for human food is con- 
demned on the spot by the inspector and so treated as to preclude its 
use for human food. 

The regulations under which inspection for wholesomeness is con- 
ducted represent the experience of a 29-year period during which 
this inspection has been in operation. 

These regulations have been developed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act which permits 
the public to participate in their formulation. 

The high standards set forth in these regulations are designed to 
protect poultry consumers. The regulations embody the views of 
many scientists and of public-health agencies as well as the Food 
and Drug Administration. 

Tn fact, the sanitation requirements of these regulations provided 
the pattern for the suggested code for poultry plant saniiation which 

ras published by the United States Public Health Service, and 
developed through the cooperation of public-health agencies and 
industry. 

The voluntary poultry inspection program has received wide accept- 
ance. The use of this service has been expanding very rapidly in the 
last few years. 

In 1951, for example, only 145 plants made use of this service; 
whereas today there are approximately 320. 

In addition, there are approximately 150 applications for this 
service in various stages of clearance. 

In 1956, approximately 114 billion pounds of poultry were inspected 
for wholesomeness under this program. This quantity represents 
about one-fourth of all poultry sold off farms last year. It represents 
approximately half of the poultry moving in interstate commerce. 
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The poultry inspection service is under the supervision of highly 
qualified veterinary personnel. The staff of 514 professional people 
includes 315 veterinarians. 

There are some staff members who have been in this poultry inspec- 
tion work since its inception 29 years ago. All those engaged in this 
inspection for wholesomeness work are employees of the Department, 
or are State employees licensed by this Department under a coopera- 
tive agreement with Federal supervision. 

Under the poultry inspection program plants that process poultry 
in dressed Cuhowigusentet) form which is to be used in another plant 
for the production of ready-to-cook poultry and poultry products 
under inspection for wholesomeness, are also required to meet rigid 
sanitary standards and operate under the supervision of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

This assures that poultry is processed in a sanitary manner so that 
it may be moved as dressed poultry into plants for further processing 
under official inspection into canned or ready-to-cook form. 

Unlike red meat, poultry is not always eviscerated in the same 
establishment where slaughtered. The sanitation requirements for 
plants producing dressed poultry which may later move to a plant 
for further processing rel te official inspection were inaugurated in 
1951. 

Since it is not possible to determine with definiteness whether poul- 
try is fit for human food until evisceration takes place. no certification 
is made regarding wholesomeness under this plant sanitation require- 
ment which in effect is only a prerequisite to inspection for whole- 
someness. 

The present interest in making poultry inspection compulsory under 
Federal law represents a logical ‘outgrowth from the experience gained 
over the years under the Department’s voluntary program. 

During the last 3 or 4 years this interest has grown to the point 
where proposals for such legislation are being supported by most of 
the farm organizations as well as industry and consumer groups. 

During the last 20 years, poultry meat production from both chick- 
ens and turkeys has increased from 2.9 billion pounds live weight in 
the 1935-39 period to about 7 billion pounds in 1956. 

The per capita production af poultry meats has also increased de- 
spite a growing population, consumers have been provided with about 
80 percent more chicken meat and 120 percent more turkey meat in 
recent years than was true in a period of late thirties. 

The type of poultry being produced has also changed and areas of 
production likewise have changed. In the early thirties practically 
all of the poultry meat came from the general type of farm and chick- 
en meat produced was largely a byproduct of egg production. 

Today the great bulk of all poultry meat marketed comes from com- 
mercial- -type operations. 

Commercial broiler production was hardly recognized as an industry 
in the late thirties. In recent years the number of broilers produced 
has exceeded 1 billion head per year. 

The production of turkeys likewise has become highly commercial- 
ized and turkey production is becoming concentrated in specific geo- 
graphical areas. 

This centralization of poultry meat production has brought into 
being mass movements of poultry products in interstate commerce. 
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The retail merchandising of poultry has changed rapidly, too. The 
housewife is offered poultry as a convenience food item to the same 
extent, if not to a greater extent, than most other foods. 

During the past 20 years the product offered for sale has moved 
through the phases from live to dressed or “New York dressed,” to 
birds which are ready-to-cook, and more recently to such convenience 
foods as fuly prepared dinners, boned chicken and poultry meat pies 
which require no preparation by the housewife other than heating. 

These trends are undoubtedly the cause of the tremendous expansion 
in the use of the Department’s voluntary inspection service and also 
the reason why there is increasing interest in making poultry in- 
spection mandatory by law. ' 

I should like to point out, however, that there are some definite limi- 
tations to the benefits to be derived from compulsory poultry inspec- 
tion. All of us must be aware of these limitations since compulsory 
inspection at processing plants is not a cure-all. ’ 

or example, compulsory inspection will not eliminate the possi- 
bility, that exists with all foods, of people becoming ill after eating 
a meal either at home or in a restaurant. 

No inspection program, no matter how rigid, could completely 
eliminate the occurrence of human sickness resulting from the con- 
sumption of any food product that may later become contaminated 
from mishandling after it leaves the processing plant. 

Also, seizures of poultry in marketing channels will not be com- 

letely eliminated through the imposition of compulsory inspection. 
ost food seizures result from improper handling or damage during 
marketing—that is, after the product leaves the processing plant. 

Therefore, compulsory inspection at the processing plant would 
not eliminate those types of seizures. 

There is also some misconception about the extent of coverage that 
would be provided through a compulsory poultry inspection program 
under Federal law. 

We should like to point out that such a Federal law would primarily 
control poultry moving in interstate commerce. 

The elimination of unwholesome poultry produced for sales in 
intrastate commerce could only be brough about by an active program 
on the part of State and local authorities. 

We in the Department would, of course, want to assist these author- 
ities in every way possible as we are now doing. 

Now if the committee desires, I would like to have Mr. Hermon I. 
Miller discuss the Department’s suggestions with respect to this 
legislation. 

I want to emphasize again that we feel in the Department of 
Agriculture that the Secretary should be free to exercise his own dis- 
cretion regarding where this will be located in the Department of 
Agriculture, because from time to time organizations change and 
patterns of work change. 

And we think it would be unwise to have the legislation designate 
that this program or any other particular program be administered in 
a particular place in the department that forms the basis of our ob- 
jection to some of the bills which have been submitted. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if the committee would like, I would be glad 
to handle any questions. We have Mr. Hermon Miller here who is 
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prepared to discuss the Department’s suggestion with respect to spe- 
cific items in the legislation. 

I would also like to point out that we have in the room Dr. Willie, 
who is Chief of our Poultry Inspection Branch, who has been directing 
the voluntary inspection program, and who has three veterinarians 
working with him, Dr. Wenger, Dr. DeCamp, and Dr. Pier, who are 
here also to answer any questions about the program as it now oper- 
ates, which the committee may have. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. I have a question. 

In leaving the inspection to the decision of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, would it be your answer that irrespective of where it is in the De- 
partment, that the same type of inspection program, with the same 
requirements would be carried out—irrespective of which branch of the 
Department of Agriculture handles it ? 

Mr. Butz. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Warts. If it were transferred, I would assume that you would 
merely transfer your poultry inspection service now over into that 
section ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Butz. I should think, wherever it is, we would have to have a 
separate unit for it. 

Poultry is slaughtered in different plants than red meat. You 
will have to have a different kind of inspection service. And you 
would have to have a different section to administer it, wherever it is 
administered. 

Mr. Warts. Irrespective of where placed by the Secretary, if he were 
given the authority, the same type of regulation and same everything 
would be gone through ? 

Mr. Burz. And the same high standards. 

Mr. Warts. There has been considerable controversy over the ques- 
tion of post and antemortem inspections. I have not had a chance 
to read the Department’s report on the bill. 

What position does the Department take on that? 

Mr. Burz. Mr. Chairman, I would like to call on Dr. Willie, who is 
Chief of our Poultry Inspection Branch to give his opinion on this 
matter of post-mortem and ante-mortem inspection. 

Mr. Warts. Are there any questions from members ? 

Mr. Drxon. I would like to ask what are the advantages of having 
this under the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Butz. I think the advantages of having it under the Department 
of Agriculture are quite apparent and rather compelling. 

In the first place, we have this 29-year backlog of experience behind 
us in this work. We have built up what we think is a very competent 
staff in this work. We have very wholesome industry contacts and in- 
dustry cooperation. 

Other inspection services are administered in the Department of 
Agriculture—the red meat inspection service is administered there; 
the fruit and vegetable inspection service is administered there. So 
we have ample precedent for keeping this in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. Dixon. You say you have already built up a competent staff. 
If I recall vou have now in the Department about 70,000 employees; 
is that not right ¢ 


89831—57——-2 
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Mr. Burz. Including the field workers and those in various action 
programs. 

Mr. Dixon. You had about 10,000 less before last year. If this bill 
is passed how nearly could your present staff come to handling this 
additional work and how much additional expense will it cost? 

Mr. Burz. The present staff engaged in poultry inspection work 
would have to be a little more than doubled if it became compulsory. 
As I said a moment ago, we have a staff at the present time of 514 
professional people, including 315 veternarians, in poultry inspection. 

If this bill was passed that would have to be more than doubled over 
the period in which the inspection would become compulsory. 

As you know, we want a period of time over which compulsory in- 
spection can be made fully effective on the industry so that we can 
build the staff up gradually. 

Mr. Drxon. Do the present veterinarians get eight or ten thousand 
dollars a year? 

Mr. Burz. I do not know what they are paid. They are grade 9. 
That would not be that much. 

Dr. Wii. It is $5,440 per annum, for veterinarian inspectors that 
have had 1 year practical experience after graduation. 

We are able to recruit veterinarians, new graduates from college, at 
grade 7 at $5,200 per annum rate under our present employment 
regulations. 

Mr. Drxon. Roughly then, how much more would this cost for 
inspection / . 

Mr. Burz. When this gets into full operation, Dr. Dixon, we esti- 
mate about a $10 million additional cost. 

Mr. Jonnson. At the present time the processors are paying for 
the inspection, are they not ? 

Mr. Burz. That is right. 

Mr. Jounson. And under all of these proposed plans the Federal 
Government would pay for the inspection ¢ 

Mr. Burz. Yes, sir. When it becomes compulsory it is our feeling 
that you cannot assess the charge against the user. As long as it is 
voluntary you can do so. 

But on all compulsory inspection the cost of inspection is assumed 
by the Government. That is true with the red meats; it is true of 
other compulsory measures we have. 

Mr. Jounson. There is one question I want to ask Dr. Willie. 

Mr. Dixon. Will you yield for another question ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Dixon. Does that mean that the Federal Government Depart- 
ment would have to assume the cost of the 514 men you now have for 
the inspectors who are being paid by the processors ¢ 

Mr. Burz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dixon. Thank you. 

Mr. Burz. I might add one sentence of clarification about this item 
of cost. At the present time this cost is assessed against the users 
who currently pay about three and a quarter million dollars, I am 
informed. 

The total cost when compulsory inspection gets fully implemented 
would be approximately $10 million, and the net additional cost to 
the Government would be approximately $10 million, 

Mr. Warts. I did not follow that last statement, 

Mr. Burz. At the present time the cost of poultry inspection is 
approximately three and a quarter million dollars. 
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Mr. Warts. To the Government? 

Mr. Burz. No, sir; to the users. If and when this becomes com- 
pulsory and fully implemented the total cost will be approximately 
$10 million, including the three and a quarter that is now assessed 
against the industry. 

Mr. Dixon. Not $10 million in addition ? 

Mr. Burz. It would be a $10 million additional item to the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Tuomrson. This is a policy question. 

There is a fear among some of our small processors, you might 
call them neighborhood processors, that whatever is proposed will 
put a lot of them out of business, even though they have been operating 
for many years without any complaints at all. 

Have you considered that phase of the question ? 

Mr. Burz. I do not think there is a great deal of foundation for 
that fear. 

In the first place, many of these neighborhood processors are not 
interstate operators. This would apply only to interstate operators. 
Mr. Tuompeson. The present proposal applies only to interstate? 

Mr. Burz. Yes, sir. That is the only kind of commercial traffic over 
which the Federal Government has jurisdiction, except in certain 
designated areas. That isa minor item. 

But this would apply in the main only to interstate traffic in dressed 
poultry, you see. Many of our local operators like you speak of are 
just ina city, and they would be exempted from this. 

Mr. Tuomrson. It would be to the advantage of the local operator 
to avail himself of the inspection service, would it not ? 

Mr. Burz. I should think so. I should think it would aid the sale 
of his produet. 

Mr. Tuomeson. If he did not do it the sale would be seriously 
curtailed / 

Mr. Burz. A lot of the argument back of compulsory inspection is 
that it will improve the market outlet for poultry. 

Mr. THomeson. Would you say that as an abstract matter that those 
how operating satisfactorily would not be put out of business by some 
arbitrary regulation of the Department ? 

Mr. Burz. Yes, sir; you are quite right. 

Mr. Warrs. Any further questions ¢ 

If not, we will call the next witness, Mr. Hermon I. Miller. 

I understand you are the Director of the Poultry Inspection for the 
Department ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HERMON I. MILLER, DIRECTOR OF POULTRY DIVI- 
SION, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Minter. I am Director of the Poultry Division. Dr. Willie 
is Chief of the Inspection Branch of that Division. 

Mr. Warrs. Your Department favors H. R. 377, I believe, with 
certain modifications and changes ? 

Mr. Miruer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. I would appreciate very much, and I am sure the mem- 
bers of the committee would, if you would take H. R. 377 and go 
through it and explain it to this committee, just what it provides for, 
section by section, and how it would generally operate and what modi- 
fications you might suggest to it. 
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Mr. Murer. That is a rather large order but I will be glad to try 
to do it. 

Mr. Warts. I think the committee would get a better idea of the 
bill if you did it that way than any other way. 

Mr. Mriirr. I have a prepared statement, together with a corrected 
copy of H. R. 377, which I will offer for the record and then I will 
proceed to a through this and give our changes. 

Mr. Warrs. That will be fine. Your prepared statement and the 
corrected copy of H. R. 377 with your changes, will be made a part 
of the record at this point. 

(H. R. 377 as corrected, together with Mr. Hermon I. Miller’s pre- 
pared statement are as follows:) 


(Amended in accordance with United States Department of Agriculture 
recommendations. Matter proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black brackets ; 
proposed changes are printed in italic.) 


[H. R. 377, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the compulsory inspection by the United States Department of 
Agriculture of poultry and poultry products 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘Poultry 
Products Inspection Act”. 

LEGISLATIVE FINDING 


Sec. 2. Wholesome poultry products are an important source of the Nation’s 
total suply of food. Such products are consumed throughout the Nation and sub- 
stational quantities thereof move in interstate and foreign commerce. Unwhole- 
some poultry products in the channels of interstate or foreign commerce are 
injurious to the public welfare, adversely affect the marketing of wholesome 
poultry products, result in sundry losses to producers, and destroy markets for 
wholesome poultry products. The marketing of wholesome poultry products is 
affected with the public interest and directly affects the welfare of the people. 
All poultry and poultry products which have or are required to have inspection 
under this Act are either in the current of interstate or foreign commerce or 
directly affect such commerce. That part that enters directly into the current 
of interstate or foreign commerce cannot be effectively inspected and regulated 
without also inspecting and regulating all poultry and poultry products processed 
or handled in the same establishment. 

The great volume of poultry products required as an article of food for the 
inhabitants of large centers of population directly affects the movement of 
poultry and poultry products in interstate commerce. To protect interstate 
commerce in poultry and poultry products inspected for wholesomeness, from 
being adversely burdened, obstructed, or affected by uninspected poultry or 
poultry products, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized after public hearing 
to ascertain from time to time and to designate cities or areas where poultry or 
poultry products are handled or consumed in such volume as to affect the move- 
ment of inspected poultry or poultry products in interstate commerce. 


DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Sec. 3. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to provide for the 
inspection of poultry and poultry products by the inspection service as herein 
provided to prevent the movement in interstate or foreign commerce or in a 
designated city or area of poultry products which are unwholesome or otherwise 
unfit for human food. 

DESIGNATION 


Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to ascertain from time to time the cities 
or areas where poultry or poultry products are handled or consumed in such 
volume as to affect, burden, or obstruct the movement of inspected poultry prod- 
ucts in commerce. Whenever, after public hearing, he finds that the designation 
of such a city or area will tend to effectuate the purposes of this Act, he shall 
by [publication in the Federal Register give public notice of such designation and 
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the effective date thereof which shall not be less than six month after such 
notice] order designate such city or area and prescribe the provisions of this Act 
which shall be applicable thereto and grant such exemptions therefrom as he 
determines practicable. Such designation shall not become effective until sia 
months after the notice thereof is published in the Federal Register. On and 
after the effective date of such designation, all poultry and poultry products 
processed, sold, received, or delivered in any such designated city or area shall 
be subject to the provisions of this Act. 


INSPECTION 


Sec. 5. (a) For the purpose of preventing the entry or flow or movement 
in commerce or in a designated city or area of any poultry product which is 
unwholesome or adulterated, the Secretary shall, whenever processing opera- 
tions are being conducted, make such examination, ante mortem and post mortem 
inspection and reinspection as he determines necessary of poultry and of poultry 
products in any official establishment processing such poultry or poultry products 
for commerce or in, or for marketing in a designated city or area. All poultry 
carcasses and parts thereof and poultry products found to be [unwholesome 
or adulterated] unfit for human consumption shall be condemned and shall, if 
no appeal be taken from such determination of condemnation, be destroyed for 
human food purposes under the supervision of an inspector. If an appeal be 
taken from such determination, the product shall be appropriately marked and 
segregated pending completion of an appeal inspection, which appeal shall be at 
the cost of the apellant if the Secretary determines that the appeal is frivolous. 
If the determination of condemnation is sustained the product shall be destroyed 
for human food purposes under the supervision of an inspector. 

(b) The Secretary shall refuse to render inspection to any establishment whose 
premises, facilities, or equipment, or the operation thereof, fail to meet the 
requirements of section 6 of this Act. 


SANITATION, FACILITIES AND PRACTICES 


Sec. 6. Each official establishment slaughtering poultry or processing poultry 
products for commerce or in or for marketing in a designated city or area shall 
have such premises, facilities, and equipment, and be operated in accordance 
with such sanitary practices, as are required and approved by the Secretary for 
the purpose of preventing the entry into or flow or movement in commerce or in 
a designated city or area, of poultry products which are unwholesome or 
adulterated. 

LABELING 


Sec. 7. (a) Each shipping container of any poultry product inspected under 
the authority of this Act and found to be wholesome and not adulterated, shall 
at the time such product leaves the official establishment bear, in distinctly 
legible form, the official inspection mark, [the name of the product, an accurate 
statement of the quantity of the contents in terms of weight, measure or 
numerical count, the name and address of the processor] and the approved plant 
number of the official establishment in which the contents were processed. Each 
individual consumer package, if any], immediate container of any poultry 
product inspected under the authority of this Act and found to be wholesome 
and not adulterated shall at the time such product leaves the official establish- 
ment bear, in addition to official inspection mark, in distinctly legible, form, the 
name of the product, a statement of ingredients if fabricated from two or more 
ingredients, the net weight or other appropriate measure of the contents, the 
name and address of the processor and the approved plant number of the official 
establishment in which the contents were processed. The name and address of 
the distributor may be used in lieu of the name and address of the processor if 
the approved plant number is used to identify the official establishment in which 
the poultry product was prepared and packed. The Secretary may permit 
reasonable variations and grant exemptions from any labeling requirement in 
such manner as he may determine practicable. 

(b) The use of any written, printed or graphic matter upon or accompanying 
any poultry product inspected or required to be inspected pursuant to the pro- 
visions of this Act or the container thereof which is false or misleading is pro- 
hibited. No poultry products inspected or required to be inspected pursuant to 
the provisions of this Act shall be sold or offered for sale by any person, firm, or 
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corporation under any false or deceptive name; but established trade name or 
names which are usual to such products and which are not false and deceptive 
and which shall be approved by the Secretary are permitted. If the Secretary 
has reason to believe that any label in use or prepared for use in false, or mis- 
leading, he may direct that the use of the label be withheld unless it is modified 
in such manner as the Secretary may prescribe so that it will not be false or 
misleading. If the person using or proposing to use the label does not accept the 
determination of the Secretary, he may request a hearing, but the use of the 
label shall, if the Secretary so directs, be withheld pending hearing and final 
determination by the Secretary. Any such determination by the Secretary, shall 
be conclusive unless within thirty days after the receipt of notice of such final 
determination the person adversely affected thereby appeals to the United States 
court of appeals for the circuit in which he has his principal place of business 
or to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. 
The provisions of section 204 of the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921, as 
amended, shall be applicable to appeals taken under this section. 


PROHIBITED ACTS 


Sec. 8. The following acts or the causing thereof are hereby prohibited: 

(a) The processing, sale or offering for sale, transportation, or delivery er 
receiving for transportation, in commerce or in a designated city or area of any 
poultry product, unless such poultry product has been inspected for whole- 
someness and unless the shipping container, if any, and the [individual con- 
sumer package, if any,] immediate container are marked in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act. 

(b) The sale of other disposition for human food of any poultry or poultry 
product which has been inspected and declared to be unwholesome or adulterated 
under this Aet. 

(c) Knowingly and false making or issuing, altering, forging, simulating, or 
counterfeiting any official inspection certificate, memorandum, mark, or other 
identification or device for making such mark or identification, used in con- 
nection with the inspection of poultry, or poultry products under this Act, or 
knowingly causing, procuring, aiding, assisting in, or being a party to, such false 
making, issuing, altering, forging, simulating, or counterfeiting, or knowingly 
possessing, without promptly notifying the Secretary of Agriculture or his repre- 
sentative, uttering, publishing, or using as true, or causing to be uttered, pub- 
lished, or used as true, any such falsely made or issued, altered, forged, simu- 
lated, or counterfeited official inspection certificate, memorandum, mark, or other 
identification, or device for making such mark or identification, or knowingly 
representing that any poultry or poultry product has been officially inspected 
under the authority of this Act when such poultry or poultry product has in 
fact not been so inspected. 

(d) Knowingly using in commerce, or in a designated city or area, a false or 
misleading label on any poultry product. 

(e) The use of any container bearing an official inspection mark except for 
the poultry product in the original form in which it was inspected and covered 
by said mark unless the mark is removed, obliterated, or otherwise destroyed. 

(f) The refusal to permit access by any duly authorized representative of 
the Secretary, at all reasonable times, to the premises of an establishment en- 
gaged in processing poultry or poultry products for commerce, or in or for market- 
ing in a designated city or area, upon presentation of appropriate credentials. 

(g) The refusal to permit access to and the copying of any record as authorized 
by section 10 of this Act. 

(h) The using by any person to his own advantage, or revealing, other than 
to the authorized representatives of the Government in their official capacity, or 
to the courts when relevant in any judicial proceeding under this Act, any in- 
formation acquired under the authority of this Act, concerning any matter which 
as a trade secret is entitled to protection. 

(i) Delivering, receiving, transporting, selling, or offering for sale or transport 
any poultry slaughtered for human food or any part thereof, separately or in 
combination with other ingredients (other than poultry products as defined in 
this Act), in commerce, or from an official establishment, or in a designated city 
or area, except that such poultry may be permitted to be transported between 
official establishments and to foreign countries pursuant to rules and regulations 
prescribed. by the Secretary. 
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Sec. 9. No establishment processing poultry or poultry products for commerce 
or in or for marketing in a designated city or area shall process any poultry or 
poultry product except in compliance with the requirements of this Act. 


RECORDS OF INTERSTATE SHIPMENT 


Sec. 10. For the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this Act, persons en- 
gaged in the business of processing, transporting, shipping, or receiving poultry 
slaughtered for human consumption or poultry products in commerce or in 
a designated city or area, or holding such products so received shall maintain 
records showing, to the extent that they are concerned therewith, the receipt, 
delivery, sale, movement, or disposition of poultry and poultry products and 
shall, upon the request of a duly authorized representative of the Secretary, 
permit him at reasonable times to have access to and to copy all such records. 


INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS 


Sec. 11. The district courts of the United States are vested with jurisdiction 
specifically to enforce, and to prevent and restrain violations this Act. The 
remedies provided for in this section shall be in addition to, and not exclusive 
of, any of the remedies or penalties provided for elsewhere in this Act or now 
or hereafter existing at law or in equity. 


PENALTIES 


Sec, 12. Any person who violates the provisions of section 8, 9, 10, or 17, shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof be subject to im- 
prisonment for not more than one year, or a fine of not more than $5,000, or 
both such imprisonment and fine; but if such violation is committed after a 
conviction of such person under this section has become final such person shall 
be subject to imprisonment for not more than two years, or a fine of not more 
than $10,000, or both such imprisonment and fine. When construing or enfore- 
ing the provisions of said sections, the act, omission, or failure of any person 
acting for or employed by any individual, partnership, corporation, or association 
within the scope of his employment or office shall in every case be deemed the 
act, omission, or failure of such individual, partnership, corporation, or associa- 
tion, as well as of such person. 

Sec. 13. Before any violation of this Act is reported by the Secretary to 
any United States attorney for institution of a criminal proceeding, the person 
against whom such proceeding is contemplated shall be given reasonable notice 
of the alleged violation and opportunity to present his views orally or in writing 
with regard to such contemplated proceeding. Nothing in this Act shall be 
construed as requiring the Secretary to report for criminal prosecution or for 
the institution of injunction proceedings violations of this Act whenever he 
believes that the public interest will be adequately served and compliance with 
the Act obtained by a suitable written notice or warning. 


REGULATIONS 


Sec. 14. The Secretary shall promulgate such rules and regulations as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


EXEMPTIONS 


Sec. 15. (a) The Secretary is authorized, by regulation and under such condi- 
tions as to sanitary standards, practices, and procedures as he may prescribe, to 
exempt from specific provisions of this Act— 

(1) poultry producers with respect to poultry of their own raising on 
their own farms which they sell directly to household consumers only: 
Provided, That such poultry producers do not engage in buying or selling 
poultry products other than those produced from poultry raised on their 
own farms; 

(2) retail dealers with respect to poultry products sold directly to con- 
sumers in individual retail stores: Provided, That the only processing opera- 
tion performed by such retail dealers is the cutting up of poultry products 
on the premises in which such sales to consumers are made; 

(3) [at any time prior to July 1, 1960, poultry and poultry products where 
the Secretary determines that it would be impracticable to provide inspection 
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and the exemption will aid in the effective administration of this Act, but 
no exemption under this paragraph shall continue in effect on and after 
July 1, 1960.] for such period of time as the Secretary determines that it 
would be impracticable to provide inspection and the exemption will aid in 
the effective administration of this Act, any person engaged in the processing 
of poultry or poultry products for commerce and the poultry or poultry 
products processed by such person; Provided, however, That no such eremp- 
tion shall continue in effect on and after July 1, 1960. 
(b) The Secretary may by order suspend or terminate any exemption under 
this section with respect to any person whenever he finds that such action will 
aid in effectuating the purposes of this Act. 


VIOLATIONS BY EXEMPTED PERSONS 


Sec. 16. Any person who sells, delivers, transports or offers for sale or trans- 
portation in commerce or in a designated city or area any poultry products 
which are exempt under section 15, knowing that such products are unwhole- 
some and are intended for human consumption, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor 
and shall on conviction thereof be subject to the penalties set forth in section 12. 


IMPORTS 


Sec. 17. (a) No slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, of any kind 
shall be imported into the United States unless they are healthful, wholesome, 
and fit for human food, not adulterated, and contain no dye, chemical, preserva- 
tive, or ingredient which renders them [unhealthy], uwnhealthful, unwholesome, 
adulterated, or unfit for human food and unless they also comply with the rules 
and regulations made by the Secretary of Agriculture. All imported slaughtered 
poultry, or parts or products thereof, shall after entry into the United States 
in compliance with such rules and regulations be deemed and treated as domestic 
slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, within the meaning and sub- 
ject to the provisions of this Act and the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, 
and Acts amendatory of, supplemental to, or in substitution for such Acts. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to make rules and regulations 
to carry out the purposes of this section and in such rules and regulations the 
Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe the terms and conditions for the destruc- 
tion of all slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, offered for entry 
and refused admission into the United States unless such slaughtered poultry, 
or parts or products thereof, be exported by the consignee within the time 
fixed therefor in such rules and regulations. 

(c) All charges for storage, cartage, and labor with respect to any product 
which is refused admission pursuant to this section shall be paid by the owner 
or consignee, and in default of such payment shall constitute a lien against 
any other products imported thereafter by or for such owner or consignee. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 18. (a) For the purpose of preventing and eliminating burdens on com- 
merce in poultry and poultry products, the jurisdiction of the Secretary within 
the scope of this Act shall be exclusive and poultry and poultry products shall 
be exempt from the provisions of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, 
as amended, to the extent of the application or the extension thereto of the 
provisions of this Act. 

(b) In carrying out the provisions of this Act, the Secretary may cooperate 
with other branches of government and with State agencies and may conduct 
such examinations, investigations and inspections as he determines practicable 
through any officer or employee of a State commissioned by the Secretary for 
such purpose. 

COST OF INSPECTION 


Sec. 19. The cost of inspection rendered under the requirements of this Act 
shall be borne by the United States except the cost of overtime. The Secretary 
of Agriculture is authorized in his discretion to pay employees employed in 
establishments subject to the provisions of this Act for all overtime work per- 
formed at such establishments at such rates as he may determine and to accept 
from such establishments wherein such overtime work is performed reimburse- 
ment for any sums paid out by him for such overtime work. 
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APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 20. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as are nec- 
essary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 


Sec. 21. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstances is held invalid, the validity of the remainder of the Act and 
of the application of such provision to other persons and circumstances shall 
not be affected thereby. 

DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 22. For purposes of this Act— 

(a) The term “commerce” means commerce between any State, Territory, or 
possession, or the District of Columbia, and any place outside thereof; or be- 
tween points within the same State or the District of Columbia, but through any 
place outside thereof ; or within the District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(c) The term “person” means any individual, partnership, corporation, asso- 
ciation, or any other business unit. 

(d) The term “poultry” means any live or slaughtered domesticated bird or 
commercially produced game bird. 

(e) The term “poultry product” means any poultry which has been slaughtered 
for human food from which the blood, feathers, feet, head, and viscera have been 
removed in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the Secretary, 
any edible part of poultry, or, unless exempted by the Secretary, any human food 
product consisting of any edible part of poultry separately or in combination 
with other ingredients. 

(f) The term “wholesome” means sound, healthful, clean, and otherwise fit for 
human food. 

(g) The term “unwholesome” means: 

(1) Unsound, injurious to health, or otherwise rendered unfit for human food. 

(2) Consisting in whole or in part of any filthy, putrid, or decomposed sub- 
stance. 

(3) Processed, prepared, packed, or held under unsanitary conditions whereby 
a poultry product may have become contaminated with filth or whereby a poultry 
product may have been rendered injurious to health. 

(4) Produced in whole or in part from poultry which has died otherwise than 
by slaughter. 

(5) Packaged in a container composed of any poisonous or deleterious sub- 
stance which may render the contents injurious to health. 

(h) The term “adulterated” shall apply to poultry and poultry products under 
one or more of the following circumstances : 

(1) If they bear or contain any poisonous or deleterious substance which may 
render them injurious to health; but, in case the substance is not an added 
substance, such poultry and poultry products shall not be considered adulterated 
under this clause if the quantity of such substance in such poultry and poultry 
products does not ordinarily render them injurious to health. 

(2) If they bear or contain any added poisonous or added deleterious sub- 
stance, unless such substance is permitted in their production or unavoidable 
under good manufacturing practices as may be determined by rules and regula- 
tions hereunder prescribed by the Secretary or other provisions of Federal law 
limiting or tolerating the quantity of such added substance on or in such poultry 
and poultry products: Provided, That any quantity of such added substance 
exceeding the limits so fixed shall also be deemed to constitute adulteration. 

(3) If any substance has been substituted, wholly or in part, therefor. 

(4) If damage or inferiority has been concealed in any manner. 

(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or ab- 
stracted therefrom. 

(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make it 
appear better or of greater value than it is. 

(i) The term “inspector” means any person authorized by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to inspect poultry and poultry products under the authority of this 
Act. 
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(j) The term “official inspection mark” means the symbol, formulated pursuant 
to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, stating that the product was 
inspected. 

(k) The term “inspection service’ means the official Government service within 
the Department of Agriculture having the responsibility for the inspection for 
wholesomeness of poultry and poultry products, and for carrying out the provi- 
sions of this Act. 

(1) The terms “container” or “package” include any box, can, tin, cloth, plastic, 
or any other receptacle, wrapper, or cover. 

(m) The term “official establishment” means any establishment as determined 
by the Secretary at which inspection of the slaughter of poultry, or the processing 
of poultry products, is maintained under the authority of this Act. 

(n) The term “label’’ means any written, printed, or graphic material upon 
the shipping container [or upon the individual consumer package, if any, of the 
poultry product or accompanying such product], if any, or upon immediate con- 
tainer, including but not limited to an individual consumer package, of the poul- 
try product, or accompanying such product. 

(0) The term “shipping container” means any container used or intended for 
use in packaging the product packed in an immediate container. 

(p) The term “immediate container” includes any consumer package; or any 
carton, bow, barrel or other receptacle in which poultry carcasses or poultry 
products, not consumer packaged, are packed. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 23. This Act shall take effect upon enactment: Provided, That no person 
shall be subject to the provisions of this Act prior to July 1, 1958, unless such 
person applies for and receives inspection for poultry or poultry products in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act and pursuant to regulations promul- 
gated by the Secretary hereunder, in any establishment processing poultry or 
poultry products in commerce or in a designated city or area. Any person who 
voluntarily applies for and receives such inspection prior to July 1, 1958, shall 
be subject, on and after the date he commences to receive such inspection, to all 
of the provisions and penalties provided for in this Act with respect to all poultry 
or poultry products handled in the establishment for which said application for 
inspection is made. 


TESTIMONY OF Hermon I. MILLER, Drrecror, POULTRY DIVISION, AGRICULTURAL 
MARKETING SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


As indicated by Secretary Butz I am here to present some suggested modifi- 
cations to H. R. 377. These changes are primarily designed to clarify and 
simplify certain provisions of this bill. 

1. Page 3, section 4, lines 13 through 18: Change the sentence beginning on 
line 13 to two sentences reading as following: 

“Whenever, after public hearing, he finds that the designation of such a 
city or area will tend to effectuate the purposes of this Act, he shall by 
order designate such city or area and prescribe the provisions of this Act 
which shall be applicable thereto and grant such exemptions therefrom as 
he determines practicable. Such designation shall not become effective until 
six months after the notice thereof is published in the Federal Register.” 

It is difficult to anticipate all of the problems with which the Department may 
be confronted in furnishing inspection service in a designated city or area, 
but it is our opinion that the authority to prescribe provisions of the act which 
will be applicable and to grant exemptions may prove to be beneficial in the 
effective administration of this section, particularly in avoiding the possibility 
of duplication of inspection as between that of the Federal Government and 
that of State and local governments. 

2. Page 19, secton 22 (h) following paragraph (4): It is recommended that 
two paragraphs be added to the definition of the term “adulterated” as follows: 

“(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or 
abstracted therefrom. 

“(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed there- 
with so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality of strength, 
or make it appear better or of greater value than it is.” 

The Department feels that the authority in these two paragraphs, which are 
taken from the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act, would be desirable in 
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order ‘to give added assurance that poultry products bearing the inspection mark 
will not be adulterated. 

3. Page 4, section 5 (a), lines 8 through 12: Change the sentence beginning 
on line 8 to read: 

“All poultry carcasses and parts thereof and poultry products found to 
be unfit for human Consumption shall be condemned and shall, if no appeal 
be taken from such determination of condemnation, be destroyed for human 
food purposes under the supervision of an inspector.” 

The reason for this suggested change is that there may be instances where a 
poultry product which is adulterated but fit for human consumption may be 
salvaged or reprocessed. 

4. Page 10, section 8 (i), line 3: Change by adding a comma after the 
word “commerce” and inserting thereafter the phrase “or from an official 
establishment,”’. 

This addition would make clear the intent of the paragraph, which appears to 
be that of providing the authority to prohibit the movement in interstate or 
foreign commerce of any slaughtered poultry or uninspected poultry carcasses 
except for the purpose of further processing in an official establishment. 

+. Page 13, section 15 (a) (3), lines 6 through 11: Change to: 

(3) for such period of time as the Secretary determines that it would be 
impracticable to provide inspection and the exemption will aid in the effective 
administration jf this Act, any person engaged in the processing of poultry 
or poultry products for commerce and the poultry or poultry products 
processed by such person; Provided, however that no such exemption shall 
continue in effect on and after July 1, 1960.” 

We prefer this language because it provides for exempting “persons” as well 
as poultry and poultry products. The exemption of “persons” conforms to other 
exemptions. and. would. provide for consistent application of the penalties and 
other provisions of the act. This would provide for exemptions, if necessary, for 
a limited period after the effective date of the act, in case the Department is 
unable to provide inspection service to all applicants on or before the effective 
date because of unavailability of qualified inspectors. 

6. Page 14, section 17 (a), line 7: We assume that the word “unhealthy” in 
line 7, page 14 is a misprint and was intended to read “unhealthful.” 

7. Page 17, section 22 (d), lines 7 and 8: Insert the word “bird” after the 
word “domesticated.” This will clarify the language so that an interpretation 
might not be made to the effect that this definition applies only to game birds. 

8. We would suggest some changes in the requirements concerning labeling 
which will also necessitate changes in the section on “Definitions” and in the 
section on “Prohibited Acts.” These are as follows: 

(a) Starting page 20, section 22, lines 4 to 7: Modify the definition of 
“Jabel” to read: 

“(n) The term label means any written, printed, or graphic material 
upon the shipping container, if any, or upon the immediate container, 
including but not limited to an individual consumer package, of the 
poultry product, or accompanying such product.” 

(b) Add as subsection (0) of section 22 the definition for the term 
“shipping container” as follows: 

“The term ‘shipping container’ means any container used or intended 
for use in packaging the product packed in an immediate container.” 

(c) Add as subsection (p) of section 22 the definition for the term 
“immediate container” as follows: 

“The term ‘immediate container’ includes any consumer package; or 
any carton, box, barrel or other receptacle in which poultry carcasses or 
poultry products, not consumer packaged, are packed.” 

(d) Starting page 5, section T (a), lines 12 to 21: Change the first sentence 
to read: 

“Each shipping container of any poultry product inspected under the 
authority of this Act and found to be wholesome and not adulterated 
shall at the time such product leaves the official establishment bear, in 
distinctly legible form, the official inspection mark and the approved 
plant number of the official establishment in which the contents were 
processed.” 

(e) Also, delete the words “each individual consumer package, if any” on 
page 5, section 7 (a), lines 21 and 22, and substitute the words “each imme- 
diate container.” There will always be an immediate container and, there- 


fore, the words “if any” need not be used in connection with that term. 
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All of the information required by section 7 to be shown on each individual 
consumer package should, in our opinion, be shown on each immediate container 
regardless of whether it be an individual consumer package or some other kind 
of immediate container. On the other hand, there would not appear to be any 
need to require labeling information on a shipping container other than the 
official inspection mark and the approved plant number of the official establish- 
ment in which the contents were processed, since all of the other mandatory 
labeling information would be shown on the immediate container in which the 
product will be delivered to the consumer or user. The application of para- 
graph (b) of the section would include any additional labeling which the 
processor may desire to show on the shipping container. This would not be in 
conflict with the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act and would serve to 
minimize the labeling information required to be shown on shipping containers 
but the more detailed information would be shown on each immediate container. 


(f) Starting page 7, section 8 (a), line 23: Change section 8 (a) to read 
as follows: 

“(a) The processing, sale or offering for sale, transportation, or 
delivery or receiving for transportation, in commerce or in a designated 
city or area, of any poultry product, unless such poultry product has 
been inspected for wholesomeness and unless the shipping container, 
if any, and the immediate container are marked in accordance with the 
provisions of this act.” . 


A further point which the Department would like to suggest for consideration 
by the committee is the timing feature of this proposed legislation. H. R. 377 
would make the act effective upon enactment with all-inclusive coverage July 1, 
1958. We would point out to the committee that this is a relatively short time, 
so short in fact that it might be impossible for the Department of Agriculture 
and for industry to make the preparations and adjustments necessary to meet 
the mandatory requirements that would be imposed by this legislation. The 
Department, therefore, urges that consideration be given to extending the final 
effective time of the legislation to July 1, 1959. 

Mr. Miter. I think if you want me to do that, we might start on 
page 3 with section 4, if you have copies of the bill and I might men- 
tion that. 

Mr. THompson. Is this the administration bill? 

Mr. Mriurr. No, this is the bill which Congressman Polk intro- 
duced. 

Mr. Jounson. Is it a fact, though, at the end of the hearings last 
year this was suggested as a Department idea ? 

Mr. Mirier. Yes, it incorporates the Department’s suggestions 
made last year. 

Mr. Jounson. And it was a committee print at the end of the 
hearings, 1956? 

Mr. Miter. This bill, H. R. 377, is the bill to which the Department 
suggested amendments last year and the Congressman took those 
amendments in toto and put them into this bill. 

So the bill does represent what the Department felt last vear would 
be desirable legislation. 

As Mr. Butz has said, we have continued to study this problem and 
study these features of legislation, and do have a few minor proposals 
to suggest. 

I might just comment on this, the principal proposal that I think is 
of interest in this instance, is the change in the labeling requirement. 

As written in the bill, it required more than the requirement of the 
Food and Drug Administration and for that reason we suggest some 
modification there. I think that is the principal modification that we 


Mr. N 
r. Watts. I suggest that you comment on the changes as you go 
through the bill. 
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Mr. Miter. I will do that. I have a couple of copies of the bill 
here with those changes. I only have three left here. I have some 
that have the proposed amendments in them, that is, typed in. 

If you would like to have them, you are most welcome to them. 

I would like to have the privilege of asking Mr. Bucy who is from 
the General Counsel’s office to comment on these as we go through, too. 

Mr. Warts. Very well. 

Mr. Miter. Section 4 is the section that would provide the Secre- 
tary authority to designate cities or areas where poultry products are 
handled and consumed and so on, in such volume as to affect, obstruct 
or burden the interstate movement of poultry or poultry moving in 
interstate commerce. 

There has been a lot of discussion of that. As I see the operation 
of that provision, it provides that the Secretary with the authority 
to designate a city like New York City where a large volume of 
products is moving in from interstate, in interstate commerce but 
there is some intrastate commerce within the city and if it would 
be found that the intrastate product was obstructing or burdening 
or affecting the movement of the interstate product from the point of 
view of ability to control it, to carry out the purposes of the act, 
then the Secretary could, after public hearings and after publication 
in the Federal Register and 6 months following that publication 
designate that area so that the products moving in intrastate and 
being consumed in New York City, would also come under the provi- 
sions of the legislation. 

Mr. Warts. I would like to ask one question. 

Do any of these bills provide before they more into such area 
that you get permission or a request from the State or local authority 
or poultry group? Do you have any comment on that? 

Mr. Miter. It would be my observation, based on a good deal of 
experience, that the Secretary would not move into such an area 
without having that kind of background, anyway. Whether the request 
comes from a local area or whether he goes there and works with 
them and develops it, it seems that is not too important because I 
do not believe that the Secretary would ever propose to designate 
an area without the full cooperation of the health people and the 
people in that area. 

Mr. Warrs. Would the Department have any objection to the bill 
containing language to the effect that upon the request of the local 
area, the Government part of the local area and the people affected 
in the poultry business in the local area, that they be called upon? 

Mr. Miter. It would be my opinion, that there is one possibility 
we might want to guard against. 

There was a proposal that the local group be able to prohibit 
the activity from taking place. If that is broken down too fine, I would 
see where you would have a local borough in New York or perhaps 
a city on the other side of the river that might be included in the 
designated area that might say, “We won’t have any part of this.” 

Then you would have a little island, in other words, if you broaden 
that base out it would not be too bad. But if you give the veto power 
to the local people you could have situations where the very small 
local situation could arise and you would have a little island with no 
controls, surrounded by the area designated by the Secretary. 
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Mr. Warrs. You would have no objection, if I follow you, to the 
city or local poultrymen having the right to call on the Secretary. 

Mr. Miter. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. You would object to the local people having the right 
to veto it in the event the Secretary saw fit to impose inspection. 

Mr. Mitxer. I would like to modify that. The democratic system 
would give them the right to obstruct. I think of areas that would 
be designated involving 10 boroughs. You have local jurisdiction 
there. There might be 1 that would choose to veto and the other 9 
say it was all right. 

That is the thing to be guarded against. 

Mr. Warts. You think if all 10 boroughs said, “No,” that would 
be entirely al] right. 

Mr. Mitier. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, the city as a whole or the area as x 
whole should have something to say about whether or not they inspect 
the poultr, / 

Mr. Mitier. That would be my opinion. 

Mr. Warts. These areas that you are talking about in cities—you 
speak only of New York—have you given any contemplation about 
how small a town you are going to goto? 

Mr. Minier. There are some bills that say major consuming centers. 

I believe in our testimony last year we indicated that would be 
our feeling that they should be restricted—this activity should be 
restricted to major consuming centers. 

And I think the other point that I would like to make, Mr. Congress- 
man, is that this type of thing would be something that should be 
left in abeyance for the first few years, under this act. 

In other words, I think that the job is going to be large enough 
that you would not be proposing to designate areas initially if this 
act became enacted. 

We are proposing a little amendment in this section 4, starting down 
on line 15, and I won't read the wording, but we are proposing this 
amendment to make it possible for the Secretary to indicate those 
provisions—to prescribe the provisions of the act which shall be 
applicable in this area. 

This is in the bill. I think it is in S. 313 in the Senate. And it 
would make it possible for the Secretary to specify certain provisions 
that would have to be complied with, whereas he might exempt the 
operators from other provisions. 

The next section is on inspection. 

There are three versions of inspection being proposed. 

So far as the Department is concerned, we feel that any of the 
versions contain the authority that is necessary to conduct an inspec- 
tion program. We feel that way because the present voluntary pro- 
gram requires a bird-by-bird post mortem inspection to be made. 

And it also has provisions for ante mortem when determined neces- 
sary by the Administrator. And all the authority behind that act is 
the Agricultural Marketing Act which is an enabling act. 

Mr. Warts. Are these in the bills? 

Mr. Miter. I better qualify. I am not too familiar with the details 
in all of the bills. I should say that all of these bills are somewhat 
the same in that respect. 
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For instance, Congressman McIntire’s bill says inspection shall be 
made not mentioning either ante or post mortem, I think with the 
history behind the present program that does give the authority. It 
gives more authority, certainly, than is presently available. 

This is the section which is, of course, a prime section in the bill 
which gives the Department the authority to inspect. And as we 
see it, all bills give enough authority to inspect ante and post mortem 
as necessary. 

And we are conducting post mortem on the bird-by-bird basis. And 
we are conducting some ante mortem inspections. 

I do not know that I should comment any more on that. It has 
provisions for condemnation and disposal of condemned products, 
et cetera. 

Mr. Dixon. How much of an undertaking is this ante mortem in- 
spection ¢ 

Mr. Mutter. I think there needs to be some clarification of what is 
meant by ante mortem. 

Mr. Dixon. Some of the bills call for that, don’t they / 

Mr. Mitxer. Some of them say there shall be ante mortem Pape e- 
dure. Some say there may be as deemed necessary by the Secretary 

We feel that “shall” is more compelling than “may.” 

We have conducted some ante mortem procedures. If you want to 
get into that I think it would be well to have Dr. Willie discuss thai 
particular aspect of it. He is the technical man. I am not. 

Mr. Dixon. How much of an undertaking is that / 

Mr. Mitier. I personally could not see how it could be done, Mr. 
Dixon, without an additional inspector at all plants or practically 
all plants. 

Mr. Drxon. Two inspectors, instead of one / 

Mr. Minuer. Yes. And in some plants, of course, we have more 
than one inspector doing the post mortem work, 4 or 5 or 6 of them. 
There you would have to have one to do this ante mortem work, 

There are some implications that all you would have to do is to look 
at. the lot. Well, if that is satisfactory you can look at the lot of 
chickens as backed up to the loading dock. 

These chickens do not stop in the processing procedure now. They 
are brought in in large trucks. They are backed up to the hanging 
line and immediately moved into the killing area. 

So there is no place where there is a stop in the plant. It is quite 
different than the livestock procedures in which livestock moves 
through pens. 

And it would require, if necessary to do it on each batch for ex- 
ample, of chickens, each group of chickens, it would require that they 
be stopped and rehandled and would require additional handling pro- 
cedures in accordance with our present day methods of processing. 

Mr. Dixon. Are not some of the processors opposed to the compul- 
sory ante mortem inspection / 

Mr. Mriirr. I would rather you would ask them. They will be here 
tomorrow. That would be my impression from what they said 
at the other hearing. 

Mr. Warrs. As I understand the situation it would be the conten- 
tion of the Department that the poultry, if it is put on the market, 
you want the inspection authority—you want authority to do ante 
mortem inspection if needed to be done. 
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_ You would like to feel your way along on that without being forced 
into it. 

Mr. Mruter. That is right. 

There is one other point I would like to make in connection with 
the ante mortem question. It is rather important. 

The Department has a project under study. It is planned to study 
how to perform the ante mortem. What it would benefit, how it would 
benefit the post mortem and the whole inspection activity. 

And I think we in the Department would like to continue to operate 
as we are presently until the results of that survey, that study, are 
gotten. That will be made by veternarian schools and poultry depart- 
ments cooperating in several states. 

I think we need that background before we move into some other 
area on the ante mortem question. 

Mr. Drxon. May I ask another question ? 

Mr. Warts. Certainly. 

Mr. Drxon. How effective is the post mortem inspection in culling 
out unfit birds? 

Mr. Miter. Dr. Willie, will you comment on that? 

Dr. Witte. Your question was how effective the post mortem in- 
spection is ? 

Mr. Dixon. That alone, yes. 

Dr. Wriiure. I would say it is very effective. We feel that we are 
giving full protection to the consumer and to the poultry plant worker 
in the handling of our post mortem operation. : 

Certainly, ante mortem inspection is an adjunct to post mortem in- 
spection, but there are a number of considerations based on the plant 
operations over the number of years that we have been in this program 
that have not permitted us to perform an ante mortem inspection. 

So, therefore, we have used only the post mortem inspection to de- 
termine the fitness of the poultry. 

We feel under our present inspection program we have given com- 
plete protection to the consumers in so far as we are permitted to do 
so under the present operating circumstances that we have to live with 
in the poultry industry. estes 

Mr. Drxon. You have permission to give ante mortem inspection in 
suspicious cases. Do you feel that would give the consumer sufficient 
protection ? ; 

Dr. Wuure. We have permission, of course, to do ante mortem in- 
spections now in our regulation. And we do perform ante mortem in- 
spections where we feel that the benefits of making that inspection are 
sufficient to give the necessary protection, not only to consumers but to 
the workers in the poultry plants. 

We have exercised that inspection in a number of instances. We 
have performed ante mortem inspections. 

Mr. Drxon. Do you feel then that this bill would be sufficient pro- 
tection to the public? 

Dr. Wu. I think any bill that is written should provide for the 
Secretary of Agriculture to decide the extent and the type and the 
method of ante mortem inspection. I believe that should be left up 
to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
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I believe that we are in the best position to determine what type and 
how an ante mortem inspection should be conducted, those that are in 
the operating program. 

Mr. Dixon. Without the additional expense and trouble of two in- 
spections. 

Dr. Witxre. I did not quite get that question. 

Mr. Drxon. In other words, is this flexibility that you ask for 
adequate protection to the public without requiring ante mortem 
inspection ? 

Dr. Witt. At the present time I would say so. The position the 
Department has taken, of course, is that an ante mortem inspection 
should be performed on poultry under a compulsory program. 

Therefore, we have in mind an ante mortem inspection. 

I think the extent and type of it should be left up to the Secretary 
of Agriculture, through his operating people, to determine the extent 
and the type of ante mortem inspection. 

Mr. Drxon. Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. You will testify later on? 

Dr. Wurute. I have a statement, by the way, prepared on ante 
mortem inspection that I am prepared to read at any time. 

Mr. Warrs. Mr. Anfuso has a question that he wants to ask. 

Mr. Anruso. I understand you testified here this morning, is that 
correct 

Mr. Burz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anruso. I am sorry I was not here but I read your statement. 

I wanted to congratulate you and your Department for the fair way 
in which you treat the farmers and consumers alike. 

With respect to my particular bill I notice that you take some ob- 
jection which I think can be remedied. 

With respect to ante mortem inspection you say that should be left 
entirely to the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

And I would agree with that. 

There should be some kind of mandatory provision as to this ante 
mortem inspection according to mail which I have received, under the 
discretion which the Secretary of Agriculture would have, he could 
rule that ante mortem inspection would be fulfilled by an inspector 
simply observing a coop, a batch or a flock of live birds at the process- 
ing plant, before the stage of processing, and that any defective birds 
would be weeded out and closer examination later can be had. 

This would not require a bird-by-bird inspection by the inspector 
nor would it be expensive or time consuming. 

Do you care to comment on that? This would not be bur densome. 

Mr. Butz. It ismy understanding that we now do that where our in- 
spectors feel it is desirable to do so, we have ante mortem inspection. 

The thing we want to avoid is compulsory ante mortem inspection 
which might possibly require bird-by-bird handling which would raise 
the cost of this until it would be prohibitive, so high, it would not give 
you very much if any more safety than you now have with the type of 
ante mortem plus the post mor tem. 

Mr. Anruso. In other words, if the committee would recommend a 
bill which would leave that to the discretion of the Secretary your 
Department would be for ante mortem inspection ? 
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Mr. Butz. Yes, sir. In those cases where it appeared to be necessary 
to do so. 

Mr. Anruso. Another thing my bill provides, according to the 
recommendations which I have received, is that a poultry branch 
separate from and equal in rank to the meat inspection branch in the 
Agricultural Research Service be set up. 

This would give the industry a stature of one and at the same time 
would avoid the conflict of interest which might come if poultry in- 
spection were put in the Agricultural Marketing Service. 

Would you care to comment on that? 

Mr. Burz. This is simply a question of administrative organization 
in the Department of Agriculture, Mr. Anfuso. We have now a sepa- 
rate Poultry Inspection Branch within the Poultry Division. That is 
headed by Dr. Willie here. 

Where that fits into the administrative hierarchy of the Department 
I think is a matter of administrative determination by the Secretary. 
For all practical purposes we have a separate poultry inspection 
branch. 

Mr. Anruso. Do you have it for practical purposes even though you 
may not call it that? 

Mr. Butz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anruso. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Warts. We will go ahead. 

Mr. Mier. There is one amendment on line 9 on this section on in- 
spection where we propose to change “unwholesome or adulterated” 
to “unfit for human consumption.” 

That is the addition. 

Subsection (b) of section 5 at the bottom of the page would prohibit 
the processing of poultry in any plant that is not inspected. 

In other words, if a plant is operating 50 percent intrastate and 
50 percent interstate its entire production would come under the inspec- 
tion program. 

Section 6, on page 5, gives the authority for the developing of the 
sanitation facilities and operating practices that would be required. 

We now have a regulation, regulation 70, which is the result of many 
years of experience, and many conferences, and so on, that would be the 
backbone for the regulation controlling the sanitation requirements 
and facilities requirements and practices to be followed in the plant. 

Mr. Bucy. Mr. Miller, I think in your statement with respect to (6) 
at the botom of page 4, I think you misspoke yourself in stating that 
this was a provision which prohibited them from handling poultry 
which was not inspected. 

That particular paragraph directs the Secretary of Agriculture to 
refuse to render the service in any establishment whose premises and 
facilities and equipment or the operation thereof do not meet the san- 
itary facilities requirements of the act. 

Mr. Warts. That is section 6 ? 

Mr. Bucy. That is section 5(b). 

Mr. Mitirr. I beg your pardon. I was depending too much on my 
memory. 

Mr. Warts. Refuse to inspect poultry that is killed in the establish- 
ment that does not comply with the provisions in section 6. 

Mr. Bucy. That is right. If they do not have the inspection they 
cannot move it in interstate commerce. 
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Mr. Minter. I misspoke. I apologize. Section 7 is the section on 
labeling. 

Mr. Jounson. Would any processing plant now that has voluntary 
inspection meet the requirements of section 6 4 ’ 

Mr. Miter. I donot think there is a bit of question about it. 

Mr. Jounson. They would meet it ? 

Mr. Minter. Yes. The standards are very high in the voluntary 
program. 

Section 7 is the section on labeling. And we are proposing, as I 
indicated earlier, a little change here. 

This would require that the shipping container be labeled with the 
inspection mark affixed and the number of the official establishment. 

It would require that the immediate container, that is, the consumer 
package, contain additional information, which we could read here, if 
necessary, but it is the information that is required in the labeling 
section of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act, ete. 

The contents, the weight, if made up of more than one product, the 
constituents that are contained in it, and so on and so forth. 

We are proposing to eliminate the necessity for the detailed labeling 
on the shipping container, by taking out lines 17, 18, and part of 16 
and 19, on page 5. 

We are proposing, also, to call the individual consumer package as 
spoken of in this section the “immediate container” which would be 
the container that the housewife would buy. 

We are also proposing to redefine the shipping container. 

Mr. Jounson. What is the reason for striking out those lines there ? 

Mr. Miter. So that it would not be necessary to put that type of 
information on the containers inside of the shipping container. It 
is not necessary there. 

Mr. Warrs. All right, proceed. 

As I understand that, you make the package that the housewife 
buys, delivered to the house, it will contain the identifying informa- 
tion rather than put it on the outside of the carton in which it is 
shipped. 

Mr. Mitier. That is right. That is in accordance with Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act requirements. If the shipping container be- 
comes the immediate container, for instance, ice packed poultry very 
often is ‘just put inside of a box, 20 birds to the box or whatever, with 
ice around that, then that shipping container would have to contain the 
required information. 

We have taken care of that by redefining “shipping container” end 
“immediate container.” 

Section 8 contains the prohibited act, and the first would be the 
prohibition against the processing, sale, or offering for sale, trans- 
portation or delivery of any poultry products unless that poultry 
product has been inspected for wholesomeness and unless the shipping 
and immediate container are marked in accordance. E 

We have changed the language in that section a bit to conform to 
our proposed changes on labeling. This would be the part of the act 
that would prohibit the interstate movement of uninspected poultry. 

There is a definition of poultry products, which is perhaps unique. 
I do not know that it is entirely unique, but poultry products are 
defined not to include dressed poultry. Poultry products will include 
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chicken pies, turkey pies, ready-to-cook poultry, poultry processed, 
etc. 

Subsection (b) deals with the disposition of the product not fit for 
human food, a prohibition against its sale. 

Section C deals with the matter of labeling or mislabeling or mis- 
representation. This, I believe, is quite comparable to Public Law 
272 in its effect. 

Mr. Bucy. This here, the particular copy that has been handed up, 
has not conformed to our proposed amendments, the same as the com- 
parative copy furnished the Senate committee, because in our pro- 
posed amendments we would strike out the word “knowingly” where 
it appears in the prohibited act, so as to conform the provisions hereof 
with the Meat Inspection Act and the Food and Drug Act which are 
the statutory bases for comparable programs. 

_ So it would not place an additional burden upon the Government 
in enforcing the act, which would be under the same standard that 
those two acts are under. 

Mr. Miier. This copy we gave you should include the elimination 
of the word “knowingly” to conform to our desires. 

The same thing would be true of subsection (d). 

Subsection (e) would control the reuse of containers. In other 
words, the boxes I mentioned a while ago if reused, this provision 
would require that all of the marks placed on them the first time be 
obliterated before being used a second time. 

Subsection (f) deals with access to premises of official. establish- 
ments. 


Subsection (g) deals with the refusal to permit access to and copy- 
ing of records. 

Subsection (h) prohibits Government workers or inspectors from 
using information they may secure from the handler with whom they 
work to his detriment; in other words, copying formulas and taking 
them over to his competitor. 

Subsection (i) is the section that would control the interstate move- 
ment of so-called dressed poultry. In other words, one of the bills, 
Congressman Anfuso’s, I believe, and maybe one or two others would 
prohibit the interstate movement of dressed poultry. 

And this section would control it. You may have poultry dressed, 
for example, in the State of Maryland and moved over into a plant in 
Delaware which is just a short distance away, to be eviscerated and 
further processed. 

This would permit that under control, whereas the other bills would 
prohibit it. We see no real reason for prohibiting it. 

Mr. Warts. When it is moved it would be inspected at the point 
moved to, would it not ? 

Mr. Miier. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. That relieves the industry of having two inspections on 
the same poultry, does it not ? 

Mr. Mitire. You cannot inspect, you cannot perform a post mortem 
inspection on a dressed bird. In our voluntary program, we have 
a program to supervise the processing of poultry in dressed form. 

They must meet the same sanitary and operating procedures for just 
dressing, where they sell the poultry in dressed form, as if they were 
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dressing it and putting it right into the eviscerating line in the same 
plant. 

Conceivably this would establish that same procedure under the 
compulsory program and would prohibit poultry dressed in one place 


from moving into another State except to an establishment where it 
would be inspected. 


Do I make myself clear ? 

Mr. Warts. It would not have to be inspected at both places? 

Mr. Mixer. If you had an ante mortem you would have to perform 
it there. You have just the one post mortem inspection. 

Mr. Warts. I am talking about the post mortem ? 

Mr. Miter. That is right. 

Mr. Jounson. I did not quite understand your explanation on the 
prepared cases like chicken pie and different things you buy at the 
store. 

What inspection do you have as to those pies? I did not understand 
your explanation. This section covers that ? 

Mr. Miuier. Not this particular section, this subsection, I mean. 

Mr. Jonunson. You mentioned it. 

Mr. Mitier. Subsection (a) would prohibit the interstate move- 
ment of poultry pie, let us say, unless they were produced from in- 
spected poultry, such as the red meat prohibits the interstate move- 
ment of any meat products except from meat inspected. 

Mr. Jonnson. I thought that was very important. 

Mr. Mrraer. That is right. 

On line 3 of subsection (1) we are proposing to insert after the word 
“commerce” a comma, and the words “or from an official establish- 
ment,” so that this product can move from an official establishment. 

Mr. Bucy. So that it cannot move from an official establishment, 
whether it moves in interstate commerce or intrastate commerce. 

In other words, if New York dressed poultry is produced in an 
inspected establishment, that poultry cannot move out of that estab- 
lishment except under sanitary regulations, to another establishment 
for the purpose of further processing, or to a foreign country, under 
restrictions with respect to sanitation. 

In the absence of this language being in there, an established plant 
might move the poultry out into intrastate commerce in the locality, 
while it was in New York dressed form. And the intent is to prevent 
that. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, if I follow you, there would be no 
movement except from one establishment to another ? 

Mr. Bucy. That isright. That is correct. 

Mr. Miter. So far as interstate commerce is concerned. 

Mr. Bucy. Regardless of the commerce—once it enters an inspected 
establishment—once it is produced in such it could not move. 

Mr. Jounson. What protection do you have for live poultry, say, 
moved from State A to State B and dressed in State B ? 

Mr. Bucy. This act does not control the movement of live poultry 
in interstate commerce. Poultry is defined to be slaughtered poultry 
or parts thereof, for the purpose of the interstate control, at least. 

They are not controlling the live bird movement. That would be the 
subject of something else, of quarantine or other laws. 

Mr. Jounson. Under this legislation would it have to be inspected 
when it gets over to State B ? 
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Mr. Mriier. No. 

Mr. Bucy. This would not require an inspection of the live bird 
except insofar as it was inspected in ante mortem in connection with 
an official establishment, its entry into such. 

Mr. Jounson. Just the fact that it moves from one State to another 
would not make it subject to the act ? 

Mr. Bucy. That is correct. 

Mr. Mixer. Section 9 is the one I misspoke about a while ago. That 
would limit the production of any plant operating under the inspection 
procedures to all of the production in that plant so that it would have 
to come under the inspection procedures. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, that means if you had any interstate 
shipment at all the whole proposition would have to be inspected. 

Mr. Mrier. Yes. It seems that is a good provision. The aim is 
to protect the consumer health. It just covers that much more product. 

Section 10 is a record of interstate shipment. 

Section 11, the injunction proceedings. 

Section 12 is the penalties. I would call attention to the fact that 
provision of penalties does not include the word “willfully” or “know- 
ingly” which the Department is happy to see out. 

I think we might turn to the “exemptions” now on page 12. Those 
others I do not know that I can contribute anything by discussing 
them. 

Exemption No. 1 as worded here would provide an exemption for 
producers of their own products, produced on that own farms, 
processed on their own farm, that they sell direct to the household 
consumer. And as long as they do not buy or sell other poultry. 
That is a rather restricted exemption and would only affect the pro- 
ducer who processes his own poultry and sells directly to the household 
consumer. 

It would not permit him to sell to restaurants or hotels or retail 
stores. 

We have had quite a few questions about that problem of small 
producers, and it is one that, of course, does deserve consideration. 

Then exemption No. 2 would permit a retail dealer who might buy 
whole poultry carcasses, to cut those carcasses up in his store, to 
offer them to consumers, without the requirement of inspection. 

Tt does restrict him to sales in his own store, in the individual store, 
and would not permit a centralized cutting process for an operation 
like some of the chains and then feed the cutup product out to indi- 
vidual stores. 

We are proposing a little change in exemption 3 as worded in the 
bill. This exemption would give the Department the authority to 
exempt processors when it would be impracticakle to provide inspec- 
tion and would aid in the effective administration of this act. 

But the exemptions would be discontinued on July 1, 1960. We are 
suggesting this because we anticipate this will be a large job. 

I had a call from the Senate committee yesterday where a producer 
or processor asked them how it would affect them. It would be 
impractical to furnish inspection to this producer-processor as I would 
see the picture that was presented. This would give the Department 
the authority to exempt this for at least until July 1, 1956, until the 
whole program could be reviewed and in operation. 
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We are proposing some change in the language here, merely to 
make this cover persons as well as processors. 

Subsection (b) of this exemption section gives the Secretary the 
authority to suspend or terminate any exemption with respect to 
any persons whenever he finds that such action will aid in effectuating 
the purposes of the act. 

In other words, if he grants an exemption if he finds he could 
cover a plant for example under the No. 3 exemption the Secretary 
has the authority to terminate that exemption and put the plant under 
the service. 

Mr. Warts. Let me ask a question there. Does (b) give the 
Secretary the right to do away with the farmer exemption that a 
farmer has to market his own processed product ? 

Mr. Miter. Subsection (b)—if, for example, the section says— 
well, I suppose it would, if he was found—I don’t know. 

What about that? 

Mr. Bucy. Yes; it definitely would. For example, if he found a 
producer who violated the other provision of the act which makes 
it a crime for a producer to knowingly ship, or move unwholesome 
poultry for human consumption, he could under this take away the 
exemption of that producer, because he would determine that it would 
aid in effectuating the purpose of the act, namely, prohibiting the 
movement of unwholesome poultry. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, subsection (b) gives him the right to do 
away with all of the exemptions as set out in section 15. 

Mr. Bucy. That is right. Section 15 is the grant of authority to 
him to give those exemptions. And (b) gives him the authority to 
recall them if he finds that they are being abused. 

Mr. Warts. Is it contemplated that the farmer would be auto- 
matically exempt or would he have to apply for exemption ? 

Mr. Mitier. We could contemplate, Mr. Congressman, issuing a 
regulation to cover that in some blanket form, not an individual 
exemption. 

Mr. Bucy. That is right. This bill was changed from the previous 
bill as originally introduced last year to insert there, this authorized by 
regulation, because the other, the original bill indicated that he might 
have to make individual application; this way the Secretary would 
issue a general regulation setting up the exemption. 

Mr. Warts. That would also apply to section 2 where that is set up? 

Mr. Bucy. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. In the case of section 3 the exemption would probably 
have to be granted. 

Mr. Miuier. Yes. I think that would be on an individual basis. 

Mr. Bucy. That is correct, because there it is a matter of not having 
available inspection force for some but having them for others. 

Mr. Warts. Any questions gentlemen ? 

Mr. Mittrr. I think we can pass over 16, and 17 covers the pro- 
visions for controlling imports and would require that poultry im- 
ported meet the same standards as poultry produced locally. 

Section 18 (a) as we view it, creates a relationship between the 
Federal Food and Drug Administration and the Department of Agri- 
culture, on the poultry inspection activity that is comparable exactly 
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to the relationship which exists now on red meat inspection and food 
and drug. 

Section (b) of section 18, gives the Secretary the authority to co- 
operate with other branches of Government and with State agencies, 
to conduct such examination and investigations, and inspections as he 
determines practicable by officials of those agencies. 

That would make it possible for the Department to cooperate with 
State organizations or agencies in the conduct of this program or 
various aspects of the program. 

Section 19 is the section covering cost. This indicates that the cost 
of inspection would be paid from appropriated funds except the cost 
of overtime. 

Mr. Bucy. There would be a change in that according to the pro- 
posed language that was submitted to the Senate committee on a 
comparable bill. 

The bill would read, “The cost of inspection rendered under the re- 
quirement of this act shall be borne by the United States except the 
cost,” and strike except the cost of overtime. 

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized in his discretion to pay 
inspectors and employees of the Department of Agriculture, there 
would be substituted for inspectors as it appears in the bill, and em- 
ployee in establishments subject to the provisions of this act, for 
overtime or holiday work performed at such establishment at such 
rates as he may determine and to except from such establishment 
wherein such premium pay work is performed reimbursement for and 
so paid out, sums paid out for such work, such reimbursement to be 
available without fiscal year limitation to carry out the purposes of 
this section. 

Mr. Warts. The purpose of that is so that the inspector will not 
have to look to two people for being paid ? 

Mr. Bucy. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. He will be paid for it by the Department? 

Mr. Bucy. That is right, and also to allow the Secretary to advance 
funds out of appropriated moneys for the payment of overtime and 
be reimbursed by the plant for such advanced funds. 

Mr. Drxon. That is not in this. 

Mr. Bucy. That is correct. That is why I read that. That was 
an oversight and was not incorporated in that copy of the bill that 
you have before you. 

Mr. Warts. The Department will furnish the members of the com- 
mittee with copies ? 

Mr. Mitier. We will correct a copy and send it up. 

Mr. Warts. You will give us that information ? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Are there any questions on definitions? 

I do not know if you want to go over them in detail. 

On page 19 we would like to include 2 additional sections which 
you will find noted as 5 and 6 on each of these copies that we just 
corrected. This would make this definition in compliance with the 
definitions contained in the Food and Drug Act. Isn’t that right? 

Mr. Bucy. That contains provisions in the Food and Drug Act. 
Also on page 17 after the word—on line 8—after the word “domesti- 
cated” the word “bird” is inserted there in order to make it abundantly 
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clear that it covers all birds, domesticated birds, commercially pro- 
duced game birds. 

Mr. Mitter. Then on page 20 we have rewritten or propose to re- 
write the definition of “label” and, also, a definition for “shipping 
container” and “immediate container,” which I mentioned when I was 
discussing the section on labeling. 

The last section is 23, on effective date. This bill would make the 
act effective upon enactment and would make it all-inclusive on 
July 1, 1958. The Department feels that the July 1, 1958, date is 
a little tight and close and would like to have you consider the possi- 
bility of making it July 1, 1959. 

Mr. Warts. What is the Department’s views on making the bill 
effective upon its enactment? 

Mr. Miuuer. We would like to have that done, Mr. Watts. 

Mr. Warts. You have enough people who are in inspection, the 
voluntary inspection ? 

Mr. Miuurr. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. They would be ready to move into this? 

Mr, Mitier. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. Do you have enough people to satisfactorily inspect? 
You have a number of people now employed in the voluntary program. 
Has the Department today any authority to train and recruit personnel 
or do you feel you should be given a little more ? 

Mr. Mitter. Well, we are fully aware that there is that problem 
and we are aware of some of the views of some of the people. 

As far as we are concerned, we would like to have the authority to 
train and recruit personnel all clearly provided for upon enactment 
of the act. 

Now, as to the date that the processors may avail themselves of the 
service under the act is something that they can speak for themselves. 
I think a year’s time, July 1, 1959, as the final date, or July 1958 may 
be the date that they could come under the provisions, or January 1, 
1958, or whatever seems to be an agreeable basis, but the Department 
needs to have an appreciable time to recruit and train and to survey 
the field and see how many plants will need the service, survey the 
plants and see what they need, and all of that will take time and that 
is the reason why we are asking for an extension to July 1, 1959. 

Mr. Warts. If the effective date of the act was delayed for 4 or 5 
or 6 months, that would not interfere with your putting that into 
operation, would it? 

Mr. Mirter. Well, it would be my interpretation that if the act 
provides for appropriations and if the effective date was January 1, 
1958, let us say, we would not have money to recruit and train and do 
these things called for on the part of the Department. Now, I may 
be wrong on that. 

Mr. Warts. But if you were to have the money and authority to go 
ahead and do the planning and training and all of the background, 
any of these dates would be satisfactory ? 

Mr. Miter. Mr. Chairman, we are asking that the bill be made 
effective upon enactment as far as those various problems are con- 
cerned that face the Department 

Mr. Warts. In other words, you are only interested in the effective 
date insofar as your going ahead with your program? 
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Mr. Mitter. That is right. And some plants also will need to make 
some changes and that will be some problem, too. 

Mr. Warts. Any questions, Mr. McIntire ¢ 

Mr. McIniie. Mr. Chairman, I apologize to you and the members 
of the committee for being late this morning, and also I apologize to 
the witnesses. I have just one question which I would like to direct 
to the Department. 

I have some indication that there is some interest, if it is at all 
possible, in incorporating within one framework. There will be some 
problems as related to compulsory legislation, and presently there is 
legislation with the Federal-State agreements approach—I am quite 
sure that you have analyzed that situation and probably it has been 
presented to us as part of your analysis. If that is so, just say so. 

But in view of the interest that has been expressed, or at least 
the interest that has been expressed to me, I think that it would be 
helpful. I say, however, if you have already got that into the record, 
just say so and I will look over the record, if it has been covered 
specifically. 

Mr. Butz. That has not been discussed, Mr. Chairman. We do 
have Federal-State cooperation in some places. I am informed that in 
your State they are working quite satisfactorily, and it is provided 
for in the bill as I understand—isn’t that right, Mr. Bucy ? 

Mr. Bucy. That is right. 

Mr. Burz. Section 18, subsection (b). 

Mr. McIntire. Well, insofar as your interpretation of .the words, 
“may cooperate to the extent of established Federal-State,”—what is 
your interpretation ? 

Mr. Bucy. Well, it also goes a step further, if you will read further 
you will see that it says, “may cooperate with the branches of Govern- 
ment and State agencies and may conduct such examinations and in- 
vestigations and inspections through any official employee of a State 
commissioned by the Secretary for such purpose.” 

So, I think that is where you get into the possibility of a cooperative 
arrangement with the State. It is the same as under your grain stand- 
ards act, where you license the State man, the inspector, who is a State 
employee, as an inspector under the act and he performs the inspection 
under that act or where it is a Federal act. 

Mr. McIntire. And would you interpret those words as encom- 
pore the Federal and States under which the program is going to 

e administered at the State level and the Federal level ? 

Mr. Bucy. Yes, and I would say that he would then be commissioning 
under that agreement, if he entered into such an arrangement, the of- 
ficers, the State employees to do the inspection job for him under the 
act. 

I think it is broad enough to be so applied particularly where you 
define “inspector” to mean any person authorized by the Secretary to 
conduct inspections. 

Mr. McIntire. Would you say then that it is your interpretation 
of this language that in case of a State that already has a Federal- 
State agreement, inspection could continue to work within the frame- 
work of that same agreement with slight modifications, I mean; that in 
principle they could operate and meet the requirements of this act ad- 
ministratively on the part of the Department of Agriculture ? 
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Mr. Burz. As I understand it, that would be true. 

Mr. Bucy. Now, there are other acts under which it would not be 
true because inspectors under some bills are Federal employees desig- 
nated by the Secretary of Agriculture to perform the inspection. 

Mr. McIntire. But the amendment recommended by the United 
States Department of Agriculture, under that would you continue to 
have the arrangement by which the inspection service could be con- 
ducted within the State under a Federal-State agreement, if that was 
to be agreeable with the State and the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Bucy. Yes, H. R. 377, the bill that the Department reported on— 
they did not recommend any changes in that provision, it would make 
it permissive. In other words, the authority and discretion are vested 
in the Secretary under such arrangements, the same as all other co- 
operative arrangements or permissive authorities in the Secretary to 
act. 

Mr. McIntire. And of course I am only referring to the effect that 
this would have upon an agreement that is already entered into. Iam 
speaking of its effect as to that type of agreement, and I wish to direct 
an inquiry as to those States. I understand that there is that situation 
in Maine and also in North Dakota—am I correct / 

Mr. Mitter. That is right. 

Mr. McIntire. And those States that have already agreements in 
effect, would it be your thought, assuming that this legislation is 
passed without modification of this provision, that in North Dakota— 
and Maine if it were designated—they could possibly negotiate to con- 
tinue the effective service within the general framework of the exist- 
ing Federal-State agreements for inspection which are already in 
effect? I appreciate there would be some modification in relation to 
the details because it is more applicable within that State and it is 
voluntary now—but it would be compulsory then under this legislation. 
Still the compulsory aspect of this does not alter the existing arrange- 
ment, if I understand this. 

Mr. Bucy. Well, the arrangement you have within that State is 
under a grant of authority under another piece of legislation so, 
therefore, | any action with respect to this inspection, which is a manda- 
tory inspection, the inspection is a different type of inspection and it 
would be a new grant of authority and the arrangement w onld have 
to be worked out within the framework of this compulsory inspection 
program which this legislation would set forth. 

What I am saying, Congressman, that there is provision in here that 
the Secretary may cooperate with the States and may conduct such 
examinations, investigations and inspections as he determines prac- 
ticable, through any officer or employee of the State commissioned for 
such purpose. 

And under the definition in this particular proposed bill, inspectors 
are defined to be any person authorized by him to perform the in- 
spection, so that. it would be possible for an arrangement to be worked 
out under this broad grant of authority. 

Mr. McIntire. I would not want to presume to say that either 
North Dakota or Maine might elect to do it that way, I am only inter- 
ested in knowing whether or not this legislation is in violation of 
present arrangements or if the same general principle could be entered 
into under this legislation. 
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Mr. Bucy. Well, I think we are dealing with two different things, 

Congressman, a permissive program—this is not an extension of it, 

' this is in substitution for the permissive program and would set down, 
possibly, different standards because it is a mandatory piece of legisla- 
tion; but the authority for cooperation is there and the authority to 
use State officials is present in this proposed legislation. It is a per- 
missive arrangement presently, voluntary, that is paid for by the 
person requesting it. 

Mr. McIntire. Well, if they continue under such an arrangement 
would the inspectors be employed mandatorily by the United States 
Department of Agriculture or could he be employed by a State agency ; 
and, if he is employed by a State agency, what would be his reimburse- 
ment and what would be the status of his requirements under civil 
service ¢ 

Mr. Bucy. Candidly, I would not express a specific view on that at 
this time. That would be a matter of how—the Federal Government is 

ing to pay for this inspection under this bill and as to how that is 

andled I would not want to say, Congressman, that it would be 
handled one way or another, without examining pretty closely into the 
appropriations and the language and the grants and the manner in 
which they were made. 

Mr. McIntire. Well, the reason for raising the question was, I 
believe, that the party to whom the inspector is responsible, that is 
inherent in the arrangement which is made. 

Mr. Bucy. I think basically he has got to be responsible. There 
is a basic responsibility in the Secretary of Agriculture under this 
legislation, it being a mandatory law of the Federal Government 
with the responsibility for administration being set in him. 

I think that your difference there between the cooperative arrange- 
ments between the States and the Federal Government in a permis- 
sive program—that there is a different responsibility there and, there- 
fore, I would not want to pass on the question as to the answerability 
of the particular inspectors under arrangements made with a State 
because you would have to take into consideration the basic responsi- 
bilities of the Secretary in a mandatory, regulatory program under 
which people could be prosecuted by the Federal Government. 

Mr. McIntire. Well, you have touched on the very thing that 
I am concerned about, in relation to the Federal-State agreements, 
as to whether or not this legislation would grant the authority and 
the responsibility to the Secretary of Agriculture and whether that 

nt of authority and responsibility would run contrary-wise to the 
idea of administering that. 

Mr. Bucy. I think if such agreements should be had under this 
that they would probably not take quite as broad an arrangement 
as some of them made or might take under the permissive program 
where we were not laying down any rules and taking action which 
might result in people being prosecuted under Federal law. 

Mr. McIntire. That is all, thank you. 

Mr. Warts. Any questions, Mr. Johnson ? 

Mr. Jounson. Only one thing I am concerned about, if you had this 
arrangement you would have the problem of Federal regulations 

Mr. Bucy. You are correct. 

Mr. Jonnson. And according to Federal regulations. 

Mr. Bucy. You are correct. 
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Mr. Warts. Any questions, Mr. Teague! 

Mr. Tracue. Just a general question, Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

How many, if any, of the States have compulsory inspection 
legislation ? 

Mr. Mier. California. 

Mr. Teacur. That i is the only one ? 

Mr. Murr. There are others—just so that you do not misunder- 
stand me, Mr. Chairman and Congressman, there are others that have 
authority for making inspections of poultry that is ready to cook, 
from the retail store level. But the thing that you are talking about 
here, the only mandatory law there is, and I believe I know all of 
them, is in California. 

Mr. Treacur. Thank you. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warts. Any questions from any other members of the 
committee ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Warts. Well, if there are no more questions of these witnesses, 
we have Dr. Willie with us. 

Dr. Willie, we will be glad to hear you. Will you identify yourself 
for the record. 


STATEMENT OF DR. ROY E. WILLIE, CHIEF, INSPECTION BRANCH, 
POULTRY DIVISION, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Dr. Witu1m. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
very happy to be here today, 

My name is Roy E. Willie, and I am Chief, presently, of the In- 
spection Branch of the Poultry Division of the Agricultural Market- 
ing Service, United States Department of Agriculture. 

Tama graduate veterinarian. I started in} poultry inspection back 
in 1929 and I have been in this work ever since. 

Previous to that time I spent 5 years with the Meat Inspection 
Branch of the old Bureau of Animal Industry. 

The following is a statement prepared by technical personnel of the 
Poultry Inspection Service, Agricultural Marketing Service, with re- 
spect to the extent and nature of ante mortem inspection, which would 
be justified under a mandatory poultry inspection program. 

the United States Department of Agriculture is on record favoring 
the establishment of clear authority for the Secretary of Agriculture 
to require both ante mortem and post mortem inspection. It is the 
opinion of the Poultry Inspection Service that an adequate poultry 
food inspection program necessitates knowledge on the part of inspee- 
tion personnel as to the health condition of the poultry prior to 
slaughter. Ante mortem inspection procedures must give considera- 
tion to plant operating procedures, and should not entail a require- 
ment that each bird be observed prior to slaughter except in those cases 
where, in the opinion of the inspector, such inspection i is necessary. 

I think that is a very important point and I would like to underline 
that once more, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, and 
make it very clear that: 


Ante mortem inspection procedures must give consideration to plant operating 
procedures, and should not entail a requirement that each bird be observed prior 
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to slaughter except in those cases where, in the opinion of the inspector, such 
inspection is necessary. 

_ Under today’s marketing system for live poultry, the poultry is de- 
livered to the processing plants in trucks, in batteries, or in coops and, 
in most instances, is hung directly on the slaughter line from the de- 
livery container. The only opportunity for observing the live birds 
would be either while in the truck or in the container as it is removed 
from the truck. 

An adequate ante mortem inspection must provide an opportunity 
to observe the bird while at rest, in motion, and in an undisturbed 
state. 

Because of the size of the unit bird, the temperament of birds, the 
large numbers involved and marketing methods and live poultry 
transportation equipment types, we are of the opinion that it is most 
difficult to make an accurate appraisal of poultry health except at the 
farm prior to disturbing the flock at pickup time for shipment. It 
is our experience that sick poultry reacts differently from cattle, hogs, 
and sheep under handling during normal movement to market. Be- 
cause of this, it would be impracticable to try to make inspection of 
eee lots of birds, in rest and in motion, as is done with cattle, hogs, 
and sheep, at processing plants. 

The regulations presently governing the voluntary poultry-inspec- 
tion program provide that ante mortem examination of poultry may 
be required by the Administrator as a prerequisite to any inspection 
and such ante mortem inspection shall be carried out under.such condi- 
tions and in accordance with such methods as may be prescribed by 
the Administrator. During the past few years, the Poultry Inspection 
Service has been carrying on ante mortem inspection in official plants 
to a limited extent. 

In 1952 the Inspection Branch, Poultry Division, issued an ante- 
mortem instruction. This instruction and supplement thereto, issued 
at a later date, outlined in considerable detail the procedure to be 
followed by Inspection personnel in making the antemortem inspec- 
tion and disposing of live poultry found to be showing clinical symp- 
toms or other conditions making them obviously unfit for slaughter 
for human food. 

Methods for performing the inspection and the procedures are 
extensively outlined in the instructions referred to. Attached are 
copies of these detailed instructions, all of which deal with the subject 
of antemortem inspection as it is presently performed by the Federal 
Poultry Inspection Service governing such antemortem inspection : 

1. Instruction No. 918 (PY) Antemortem-—1, entitled “Antemortem 
inspection of poultry” dated Feb. 28, 1952. 

2. AMS FY-instruction No, 918, Antemortem-1, Supplement No. 1 
entitled ““Antemortem inspection of poultry” dated October 10, 1956. 

3. Memorandum by Dr. Daniel DeCamp, Assistant Chief, Inspec- 
tion Branch, Poultry Division, entitled “Antemortem Inspection- 
Consideration of Birds Suspected of being Affected with Oraithosis” 
dated October 9, 1956. 

4. Memorandum by Dr. Daniel DeCamp, Assistant Chief, Inspec- 
tion Branch, Poultry Division, entitled “Procedure To Be Followed 
When Poultry Is Being Processed in an Official Plant for Shipment 
to Great Britain for use by United States Forces” dated October 19, 
1956. 
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In the opinion of the veterinary personnel of the Poultry Inspection 
Branch, antemortem inspection of poultry should provide for: 

1. Inspection of each lot, leaving the degree of antemortem inspec- 
tion gern ie to change or ‘ariation as future experience may require. 

. Segregation and holding of suspect birds. 

Immediate condemnation and disposal of birds unfit for 
huatee 

4. Coordination and evaluation of antemortem and postmortem 
ee on suspect birds. 

Adequi ite cleaning and disinfection of trucks, equipment, and 
vienna used in the transport, holding, or handling of live poultry 
when disease conditions necessitating such measures are found. 

6. Continued development and improvement of a coordinated 
working relationship with other Federal, State, and local livestock 
disease c control agencies, and public- health agencies. 

The Poultry Inspection Service recommended that further studies 
should be made with respect to methods, procedures, and extent of 
antemortem inspection which may be necessary for consumer protec- 
tion and the protection of the health of poultry industry workers. If 
such studies should reveal that modifications of the present instruc- 
tions would serve to further the accomplishment of that purpose, such 
modifications would, of course, be made. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

(Papers submitted by Dr. Willie are as follows :) 


UnNrrepD STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION. 


Instruction No, 918 (PY) ANTEMORTEM-1 
Action by : Regional Supervisors, Poultry Inspection Section 
ANTEMORTEM INSPECTION OF POULTRY 
Approved by the Director. Wm. D. Termohlen, Director, Poultry Branch. 
I. PURPOSE 


The purpose of this instruction is to establish the procedure and rules for 
performing antemortem inspection of poultry. 


If. GENERAL 


Official plants contracting for antemortem inspection shall keep all live poultry 
in the plant in batteries or coops of such construction that all poultry will be 
visible to inspectors and will permit the ready removal of any individual bird 
for closer examination. In such official plants, all lots of live poultry shall be 
examined each day, prior to slaughter, even though some of the poultry may not 
be scheduled for slaughter on that day. While it is not practical to handle and 
examine each live bird prior to slaughter, it is entirely feasible to visibly 
examine daily, each battery of birds in the plant. However, if an official plant 
kills poultry directly from trucks, it will be necessary to make other arrange- 
ments for conducting the antemortem inspection. In such instances, the regional 
supervisor will be responsible for informing the Washington office of the condi- 
tions which prevail and he shall make appropriate recommendations to provide 
for antemortem inspection. 

(A) Procedure.—Each battery or coop of birds shall be closely examined. 
Birds which do not appear entirely normal shall be removed from the battery or 
coop, if this is necessary, to determine the disposition to be made. 
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lil. INSTRUCTIONS FOR DISPOSITION OF LIVE POULTRY 


At the time of antemortem inspection, live birds shall be disposed of in 
accordance with the following rules. ; 

(A) Conditions necessitating condemnation of post-mortem inspection.—All 
birds plainly showing on antemortem inspection any disease or condition, that 
under the instructions of the Production and Marketing Administration govern- 
ing the disposal of diseased carcasses would cause condemnation of their car- 
casses on postmortem inspection, shall be condemned and disposed of in accord- 
ance with paragraph III-D of these instructions. 

(B) Suspected conditions necessitating condemnation on postmortem Inspec- 
tion.—All birds which on antemortem inspection do not plainly show, but are 
suspected of being affected with any disease or condition, that under the instruc- 
tions of the Production and Marketing Administration governing the disposal 
of diseased carcasses may cause condemnation in whole or in part on post- 
mortem inspection, shall be segregated from the other poultry ang held for 
separate slaughter, evisceration, and postmortem inspection. The inspector 
shall be notified when such segregated lots are presented for postmortem inspec- 
tion and inspection of such birds shall be conducted separately. 

(C) High incidence of acute contagious diseases.—If, upon antemortem in- 
spection, such a large percentage of birds are suspected of being affected by an 
acute contagious disease that it is impractical to segregate them, the entire lot 
shall be considered as suspects and shall be submitted for inspection as a lot. 
Whatever precautions the inspector shall deem necessary will be taken to pre- 
vent the spread of any acute contagious disease. Thorough cleaning and disinfec- 
tion of all batteries used for suspect birds shall be accomplished daily. 

(D) Condemned live poultry.—All birds which on antemortem inspection are 
condemned, shall be killed and shall not be dressed, nor shall they be conveyed 
into any department of the plant used for edible products. Poultry which has 
been condemned on antemortem inspection shall, under the supervision of an 
inspector or other authorized agent of the Administration, be denatured with 
crude carbolic acid or other prescribed agent, or destroyed by incineration. 

Initiated by: Inspection and Grading Division Poultry Branch Agriculture, 
Washington. 


Distribution: Regional supervisors, Dressed poultry inspectors, Poultry Inspec- 
tion Section, 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
POULTRY DIVISION, 
Washington 25, D.C. 
INTERNAL NOTICE No, PY-38 


Action by: All poultry inspectors, Inspection Branch 


TRANSMITTAL OF INSTRUCTIONS 918 (PY) ANTEMORTEM SUPPLEMENT No. 1 
I. PURPOSE 


The purpose of this notice is to transmit supplement No. 1 of Instruction 918 
(PY) Antemortem 1. This supplement is intended to amplify and clarify ante 
mortem inspection procedures and outline criteria and guidelines for the perform- 
ance of such inspection. The ante mortem instructions and memoranda pertain- 
ing thereto should be carefully studied and followed by all inspectors of this 
Branch. 

II, REPORTS 


Reporting forms referred to in part IV of this supplement will be furnished 
all inspectors as soon as they are available. In the meantime, reports of ante 
mortem inspection must be made in memorandum form and be made out in 
quadruplicate daily as such inspection may be performed. One copy should be 
retained by the inspector in charge at the official plant, one given the plant mana- 
ger and two copies forwarded to the appropriate area supervisor so that he may 
have a record. The area supervisor will transmit the extra or fourth copy to the 
Washington office. 


Davip L. HUME, 
Acting Director Pouliry Division, American Medical Society. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, 
PouLtTRY DIvIsION 
Washington 25, D.C. 


AMS PY—INstRvucTION No. 918 
Ante Mortem-1, February 28,1952. Supplement No. 1 


Action by: Area supervisors (circuit supervisors, all poultry inspectors, in- 
spection branch 
ANTE MortTeM INSPECTION OF POULTRY 


I. PURPOSE 


The purpose of this instruction is to supplement instruction 918 (PY) Ante 
Mortem-—1 dated February 28, 1952, and to prescribe criteria governing the dis- 
position of clinically ill poultry as determined by ante mortem inspection and out- 
line approved methods of performing ante mortem inspection of poultry. 


II. AUTHORITY AND POLICY 


Section 70.151 of the Regulations Governing the Grading and Inspection of 
Poultry and Edible Products Thereof states, “Ante mortem examination of poul- 
try may be required by the Administrator as a prerequisite to any inspection; and 
such ante mortem examination shall be carried out under such conditions and in 
accordance with such methods as may be prescribed or approved by the Admin- 
istrator.” Such ante mortem inspection, when required by the Administrator, 
shall be performed on the day of slaughter and at an hour as close as practicable 
to the time of slaughter of given flocks or lots of poultry. 


Ill, METHODS OF PERFORMING ANTE MORTEM 


Under present marketing and slaughtering practices, live poultry is trucked to 
official plants by truck in coops, baskets, or batteries. A high percent of poultry 
is hung onto the slaughtering line directly from the truck. Plants not slaughter- 
ing off the truck, transfer the poultry from truck to batteries for holding over 
the night or weekend before moving the poultry to slaughter. In relatively few 
cases and under special circumstances such as slaughtering certain classes of 
poultry ; namely, ducks, geese, and occasionally turkeys, slaughtering pens may be 
used. Birds in relatively large numbers are released in pens and hung onto the 
slaughtering line from these pens. In such cases where use of slaughtering pens 
is practicable the inspector can observe the birds in a group in motion and at rest 
for brief intervals of afew moments. In slaughtering off the truck, the inspector 
shall observe the birds at rest in a line of coops or baskets prior to start of removal 
of birds for transfer to the slaughtering line. In plants where poultry is held in 
batteries in a live poultry area or room awaiting slaughtering time, the inspector 
shall observe the birds at rest in the batteries. Rows of batteries or coops as the 
case may be shall be so placed as to afford adequate space between them and 
other equipment for the inspector to freely move about and perform the work. 
Lighting shall be such that the inspector will be able to see individual birds 
clearly in the battery compartments. It will be necessary that these same condi- 
tions prevail in cases where the inspection is to be made of poultry to be slaugh- 
tered off the truck or from slaughtering pens. Coops, batteries and compartments 
shall not be overloaded but shall contain such numbers of birds as will be in line 
with good commercial practices and humane methods of transporting and holding 
live poultry, Individual birds will be handled as observation of clinical symptoms 
and bird appearance warrant. The inspector will from time to time need to feel 
the bird’s shanks for temperature indications and the breasts for fleshing and 
state of dehydration. 

IV. CRITERIA 


Owing to the fact that inspectors will in most all cases have no history or 
knowledge of farm or ranch conditions to guide them and no testing and labora- 
tory facilities such as a veterinary practitioner would use in making a diagnosis 
it will not, in most cases, be possible or practicable to make specific diagnoses of 
the poultry disease observed at ante mortem inspection. The inspector will re- 
cord the conditions as suspected of being due to one disease or the other. Only 
in cases of available adequate flock history and clear-cut symptoms may a vet- 
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erinary inspector make a specific diagnosis: In general, veterinary and lay 
inspectors will segregate the birds showing clinical symptoms of disease into four 
groups: 

(a) Those in a moribund condition from disease or other cause such as 
heat stroke or injury due to trauma. 

(b) Those obviously affected by disease processes to the extent which 
would result in the slaughtered carcasses being condemned on post mortem 
inspection. 

(c) Those which show some clinical symptoms or conditions which war- 
rant their being retained as suspects but not condemned on ante mortem to be 
slaughtered at the end of a given flock or lot or at the end of the day and 
subjected to post mortem inspection for final disposition. 

(d) Special consideration group: Special consideration in handling poultry 
in this group is necessary because of the disease being directly transmissable 
to man. Ornithosis, New Castle disease and swine erysipelis affected birds 
are examples of this special and fourth group. For a complete list of this 
special group see section 5, AMS instruction 918, post mortem—5. 

Birds in a state of ill health to the extent mentioned in groups (@) and (b) 
shall be condemned on ante mortem inspection, be humanely killed and denatured 
or otherwise treated as prescribed for treatment of carcasses and parts con- 
demned at post mortem inspection. The method of killing the condemned birds 
shall be such as to prevent bleeding onto the floor or equipment, the best way 
being to disjoint the neck at the joint nearest the head by a quick strong pull 
sharply backward and downward which will separate the cervical joint, the spinal 
cord, and large blood vessels in the area but leave the neck skin intact. The bird 
will partially bleed out into the subcutaneous and surrounding separated tissues. 
Condemnations shall be recorded according to the symptoms manifested under 
the heading of: (1) Respiratory disorders; (2) central nerve disorders; (3) 
cripples due to severe injury in handling or suffered during movement to market : 
(4) other causes. Other causes may be explained as to suspected nature of the 
disease condition in the space on the report form under the heading of remarks. 

Records of birds segregated as “suspects” shall show indications of suspected 
condition according to symptoms manifested and be recorded under the heading 
of: (1) Respiratory disorders; (2) central nerve disorders; (3) fungal or para- 
sitic conditions; (4) abscesses or suppurative sores; (5) other causes. In the 
space provided for remarks the ante mortem inspector shall make such remarks 
regarding symptoms and evidences of ill health as will be helpful to the post 
mortem inspectors. 

Birds to be segregated as suspects and handled as outlined in part IV (c) above 
are those showing any of the following symptoms or conditions or any combina- 
tion of such symptoms or conditions: (a) Dirty ruffled feathers; (6b) swellings 
about the head and eyes or discharges from the eyes or nostrils; (c) lack of alert- 
ness or brightness of eyes i. e., not showing normal prominence or luster, or the 
eyes may be off shape or off color such as showing cloudy cornea or pupil: 
(d) gaping or sneezing; (e) off-color diarrhea or collection of fecal material on 
feathers about the vent; (f) skin lesions about the head and neck; (g) suppu- 
rating sores or visi-swellings on body surfaces: (hk) pinched appearing dehy- 
drated shanks and those cold to the touch; (i) birds markedly lacking in fesh 
(referred to as “going light”); (j) birds that show lack of thrift and well being 
by their posture and reluctance to move in response to natural stimulae: 
(k) birds which show central nerve disorders such as wry neck conditions or 
lack of other muscular coordination in movement; (7) lameness; (m) birds may 
emit abnormal sickly squawk or sounds when disturbed or handled. 

Davip L. Hume, 
Acting Director, Poultry Division, American Medical Society. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., October 9, 1956. 


To: All poultry inspectors. 
From: Daniel De Camp, Assistant Chief, Inspection Branch, Poultry Division, 
Washington, D. C. 
Subject: Ante mortem inspection—Consideration of birds suspected of being af- 
fected with ornithosis. 
In general, the clinical symptoms of birds affected with “ornithosis” are indis- 
tinguishable from those affected with C. R. D., New Castle disease, and low-grade 
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mixed infections associated with the respiratory diseases of fowl. The sick birds 
may be listless, show drooping wings, ruffled and dirty feathers, particularly 
about the vent, where often may be seen collections of greenish fecal material 
with excessive amounts of white urates. The sick birds have fits of shivering, 
show weakness, and lack of balance when standing or in motion. Inquiry may 
reveal flock history of guiding significance particularly as to whether or not 
such symptoms have been frequent in the flock at the farm and if any human 
iliness of an influenzalike nature has been noted among flock attendants or other 
persons who have been around the poultry yards and houses. The inspector 
should follow the first suspicious acting birds through to the eviscerating line 
to learn whether or not the type of air sac membrane, pericarditis and/or 
plastic exudate commonly found in ornithosis cases or if any other condition 
directly transmissible to man is present and advise the veterinary inspector in 
charge (in case the ante mortem inspector is not the veterinary inspector in 
charge) of the findings. The inspector in charge should in such cases which 
have aroused suspicion of ornithosis or any other disease directly transmissible 
to man, make every effort to learn the flock history through the official plant- 
management personnel, pickup crews, trucker, etc., and advise the plant manager 
of the suspicion. Inquiry should be made through the plant-management person- 
nel as much as possible, and through them see that appropriate local public-health 
officials, State veterinarian and livestock sanitary officials are informed. Those 
persons will have the opportunity to properly investigate the suspicions and work- 
ing with them the inspector in charge will see that blood and tissue specimens 
are collected for transmittal to the appropriate laboratories. The flockowner 
shall be advised at once of the suspicion of ornithosis or other disease condition 
transmissible to man and the slaughter of the balance of the suspect flock deferred 
pending further checking of flock history and action by State and local officials. 
They may wish to quarantine the flock and supervise a treatment procedure 
before release and slaughter of the flock in line with what is permissible, 
following laboratory diagnoses and proper indications of flock health con- 
ditions. If no clinically ill birds have been observed but the post mortem 
inspector has noticed suspicious lesions he should make or have inquiry made 
of the ante mortem inspector prompting closer observation and proceed as just 
outlined when the ante mortem inspector was the one to observe suspicious 
clinical symptoms. In case bird carcasses are not noted to show evidence war- 
ranting condemnation of the whole carcasses, the post mortem inspector shall in 
all cases in finding pericaritis, inflammation of air sac membranes and necrotic 
lesions in the liver associated with enlargement of the spleen or any combination 
of such lesions cause the kidneys to be completely removed and condemned with 
the rest of the viscera before passing otherwise normal carcasses for food. 
When suspcion of the ornithosis is diagnosed the said birds, which do not show 
systemic disturbance ordinarily warranting condemnation and are passed, shall 
be retained in finished products state pending laboratory findings. When and if 
positive diagnosis of ornithosis has been made, it shall be necessary to condemn 
all clinically ill birds as well as those showing lesions of ornithosis on post 
mortem inspection in line with section 5 of the instructions A. M. S. PY 918 
post mortem—5. Birds deemed free of ornithosis and which have been treated 
and released from quarantine for slaughter under the combined supervision 
of appropriate officials shall be judged at slaughter and post mortem as provided 
by official A. M. 8. instructions. 

Your attention is called to instruction 918 PY ante mortem-—1 dated Febru- 
ary 28, 1952, and supplement No. 1, October 8, 1956, as well as instruction No. 
918 PY post mortem-—4 dated August 11, 1954, and section 5 of A. M. S. PY instruc- 
tion 918 post mortem—5 dated July 1, 1955. 


DANIEL DE CAMP. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., October 19, 1956. 


To: All inspectors in Charge, Poultry Inspection Branch. 

From: Daniel DeCamp, Assistant Chief, Inspection Branch, Poultry Division, 
Washington, D.C. 

Subject: Procedure to be followed when poultry is being processed in an official 
plant for shipment to Great Britain for use by United States forces. 
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The following is a quotation of the agreement of understanding between the 
United States Department of Agriculture and the British government. It is be- 
lieved the statement quoted herein is self-explanatory. 


Use of imported carcasses 


1. Poultry carcasses brought from the United States to Great Britain shall 
be used exclusively for American forces in messes in recognized American camps 
and shall not be used or distributed outside those messes for any purpose 
whatsoever. 


Source of poultry in America 

2. Arrangement shall be made by the American authorities concerned to 
insure that poultry for processing to supply carcasses for export to Great Britain 
are obtained from flocks with a satisfactory health record. This can be accom- 
plished by poultry farmers or organizations supplying the poultry being required 
to keep records of mortality, which records should be open to inspection by the 
veterinary inspectorate concerned. At least two visits should be made by the 
veterinary inspectorate to the flocks concerned during the growth stage of the 
poultry to be processed, the first when the birds are about 4 weeks old and the 
second soon before they are sent for processing. The first of these visits should 
coincide with the vaccination program. (See par. 3 below.) Birds from flocks 
should be accepted for processing only if the veterinary inspectorate is satisfied 
that there has been a satisfactory health history, particularly as regards respir- 
atory disorders, and no undue mortality. 


Vaccination against Newcastle disease 


3. The American authorities concerned shall insure that all poultry carcasses 
brought to Great Britain under these arrangements are carcasses of birds which 
have been vaccinated against Newcastle disease. To minimize further the risk 
of introduction of disease, the eggs from which the birds for processing are 
hatched shall be produced by laying stock which has been satisfactorily vac- 
cinated at about 4 weeks old. (See par. 2 above.) 


Ante mortem inspection at processing plants 


4. An ante mortem visual inspection of the poultry to be used for processing 
for export to Great Britain shall be made at the processing plants by the veterinary 
inspectorate. If any obviously sick bird is found, that bird and any other birds 
caged with it shall not be processed for export to Great Britain. 


Processing 

5. Consignments of poultry carcasses to be used for export to Great Britain 
shall be processed at times when no other poultry are being dealt with. 

6. The careasses of poultry to be used for export to Great Britain shall be cut 
into portions suitable for immediate cooking and shall be packed in cardboard 
containers lined with a heavy waxed paper and wrapped in cellophane, the whole 
being efficiently sealed. The packages shall be of such size that when opened the 
entire contents will be used at the same time. Each package shall bear a mark 
indicating that it is United States military property. 


Treatment of carcasses and disposal of swill 

7. Each package shall be kept hard frozen until taken into the mess kitchen for 
defrosting immediately before cooking. All wrappings shall be destroyed on the 
camp site by burning in an incinerator provided for the purpose. All swill shall 
be disposed of solely to the collectors approved by the Ministry of Agriculture 
(Great Britain). 


Sampling of carcasses 

8. Facilities shall be provided to enable the Ministry of Agriculture to obtain 
pieces of carcasses in order to carry out laboratory examination and test for the 
presence of Newcastle disease virus. 

It is the understanding of the Poultry Division, Agricultural Marketing Serv- 
ice, United States Department of Agriculture, that the United States Armed 
Forces are to be responsible for seeing that the provisions of this quoted commit- 
ment to England are carried out up to the time the poultry arrives at the official 
plant for slaughter. USDA inspection personnel assumes responsibility at the 
at the time the live poultry reaches the dock at the slaughtering plant. In case 
there is no trained federally licensed grader-inspector or lay inspector, Poultry 
Inspection Branch, to relieve the veterinary inspector in charge that he may 
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make the necessary ante mortem inspection at the receiving dock or live poultry 
holding area, then it will be necessary that an additional lay or veterinary in- 
spector be assigned to the plant during the receiving and slaughtering of the 
poultry to fill the order for the shipment to England. In order that the Inspection 
Branch of the Poultry Division may carry out the commitments to England and 
perform the proper inspection for wholesomeness of all poultry carcasses to 
be shipped to the United States forces in Britain, it will be necessary that the 
firm in each case, notify the appropriate Inspection Branch area supervisor of 
its intention to process such an order of poultry sufficiently in advance of proc- 
essing time, to permit the assignment of adequate inspection personnel to perform 
the required ante mortem and post mortem inspection of the poultry. The firm 
processing the poultry will be required to pay the costs connected with supplying 
any additional inspectors required to handle the assignment. As an added 
assistance the processing firm may arrange for the inspector in charge to make an 
ante mortem inspection at the poultry farm prior to picking up the birds for 
movement to the slaughtering plant if he has available time. If the birds in any 
flock scheduled for processing and shipment to Great Britain show the symptoms 
listed in the following paragraph they shall not be brought into the official plant 
for slaughter during the time the order is being processed. 

If the firm makes no arrangements for ante mortem inspection at the farm 
by the AMS inspector, such ante mortem examination shall be conducted by the 
AMS inspector by observing the live poultry in the coops or crates at the receiving 
dock. He shall not permit entry of birds to the plant showing the following 
symptoms until after the order to Britain is completed: 


Clinical symptoms 


Slight depression associated with general weakness, dullness, often accom- 
panied by gaping, sneezing, diarrhea, muscular incoordination, partial paralysis, 
mild tremors, rhythmic spasmodic twitching, or any combination of these symp- 
toms. Severe symptoms may include any combination of the following: Peculiar 
movements and attitudes, such as forward, backward, or laterally downward 
twisting of the neck. Convulsive seizures (somersaulting, rearing, sidewinding, 
ete.) are sometimes observed along with dullness, diarrhea, weakness, and ruffled 
soiled feathers. 

The Armed Forces may elect to have its personnel assigned at the plant at time 
of slaughter and evisceration but the AMS inspector shall be fully responsible for 
the ante mortem inspection and inspection for wholesomeness at the official plant 
level. 


DANIEL DECAMP. 


Mr. Warrs. Dr. Willie, as I understood your statement, and I may 
be wrong about it, I believe you said there is very little value to be 
placed on an ante ‘mortem inspection at the processing plant. 

Dr. Wiiu1e. No, sir, not necessarily, Mr, Chairman. There is con- 
siderable value both at the processing plant and at the farm level. 
However, the greatest advantage would be at the farm level where 
the poultry can be observed at rest and in motion and in an undis- 
turbed state. Certainly, there are advantages, and many of them, in 
making an ante mortem inspection at the plant, I do not want to 
depreciate that idea. 

Mr. Warts. I’m sorry. I missed your idea. I thought you said 
that there were difficulties—— 

Dr. Wire, It is rather difficult. 

Mr. Warts. And that there are these difficulties about discerning 
the relative conditions with reference to health. 

Dr. Wiute. It is a difficult procedure to make an ante mortem in- 
spection at the processing plant under the conditions that exist today 
in the receiving, transportation and handling of this poultry. 

I would not want to say we could not make it, because we can make 
it, but the extent of it would not be as great an advantage as if we 
made it in the field at the time the poultry is being picked up. 

Mr. Warts. Now, in connection with your voluntary system in 





OOOO eee 


48 INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


effect, what has been the result, what has ante mortem inspection been 
doing under that program ¢ 

Dr. Wir. On several occasions when we have had evidence of 
oraithosis existing in turkey flocks in some of the States in recent 
months, we have had our inspectors perform an ante mortem inspec- 
tion of these birds as they arrive at the plant. 

We have to some extent been assisted by State livestock disease 
personnel in making those ante mortem inspections also at the farm 
level, so in all instances, to the best of my knowledge, in the past 

year, especially with respect to the Oregon outbreak, an ante mortem 
inspection has been made not only in the field, but also at the plant 
of all of those flocks that were suspected of being oraithosis suspects. 

Mr. Warrs. Well, is it your opinion that ante mortem inspection 
is necessary on all poultry processed ¢ 

Dr. Wrure. I should like to say, Mr. Chairman, that it is necessary. 
The extent of this must be determined by those who have charge of 
the program. 

I think that the extent and the methods used should be left up to 
the technical personnel that are operating the program. After all, 
I believe we are in the best position to determine the extent and 
methods to be used and the manner that should be followed in making 
such ante mortem inspections. By that I do not mean bird by bird 
ante mortem inspection in all instances, though there may be instances, 
of course, when an inspector, on his own initiative would feel that 
he would have to make a bird by bird examination of certain birds in 
a coop or battery or even in a truck, but that should be left to the 
discretion of the inspector making that ante mortem inspection. 

I do not want to convey the thought that I am suggesting that we 
do a bird by bird ante mortem inspection, because that is impossible. 

Mr. Warts. Well, as I understood Mr. Butz, or somebody else, said 
that it is the position of the Department that they needed the authority 
for ante mortem inspection. 

Dr. Witure. We do need it. 

Mr. Warts. Mostly in those cases where they had suspected flocks 
of birds, or where they thought there was apt to be disease among 
them; so would it be your theory that every producer of birds and 
every farmer should have his flock inspected ? 

Dr. Wiiu1r. Well, Mr. Chairman, I should say that under a manda- 
tory inspection program, certainly we should perform some type of 
ante mortem inspection on all poultry that is brought into the official 
plant. 

Like I said before, I think that the manner and the method and the 
extent are best determined by those in the program. 

Mr. Watrs. What is your process of post mortem inspection now ? 

Dr. Witim. The process of making the post mortem inspection ? 

Mr. Warts. Yes. How do you go about it? 

Dr. Wittir, Well, the birds usually are conveyed on an overhead 
conveyor. They pass to the inspector, Previous to reaching the in- 
spector they are opened by plant personnel who pull the viscera out 
so that the inspector not only can observe the viscera, but he can also 
palpate the various organs and he has an opportunity to observe the 
internal cavities and he examines the external parts of the birds, and 
of course disposes of any diseased parts or affected birds that were 
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brought in, either in part or in whole, as he may deem necessary in 
accordance with the instructions on the post mortem disposition. 

Mr. Warts. What diseases, in birds, would show up in ante mortem 
inspection that would not show up in post mortem inspection ¢ 

Dr. Wituir. Well, it is pretty hard to make an accurate diagnosis 
of poultry diseases on ante mortem inspection. ‘There are a number 
of diseases and conditions of course that are determined on ante 
mortem inspection such as respiratory diseases which include quite 
a number of diseases, specific diseases of poultry and certainly respira- 
tory diseases can be observed on ante mortem inspection. 

Some of the nervous diseases, such as the nervous form of New- 
castle disease, can be observed on ante mortem inspection. 

Whether the inspector could make a positive diagnosis, of course, 
that is subject to question because after all it would require a labora- 
tory diagnosis but I should say that he would be able to throw out 
birds because of nervous conditions, respiratory conditions, crippled 
birds, of course, and birds in a dying condition ‘that m: Ly be suffering 
from a number of diseases. 

The inspector actually would not be able to make a positive diag- 
nosis—he would be able to diagnose, of course, fow] pox if it existed. 

Mr. Warts. Would those diseases show up in post mortem 
inspection ¢ 

Dr. Witiie. Yes, they do and a number of these diseases, of course, 
for instance the nervous diseases, if that was the only lesion available, 
that is to say, if the only clinical symptoms were evident were lesions 
and there were no post mortem conditions or lesions visible, then of 
course he would have nothing to base his final disposition on the 
bird, he would have to pass that if he did not perform an ante mortem 
inspection previously but with coordination of ante mortem inspection 
and post mortem inspection a bird suffering from a nervous disease 
when it reached the inspector, he certainly would have an opportunity 
to use the ante mortem history and pass judgment in accordance with 
the prescribed instructions. 

Mr. Warrs. As I understood, on the voluntary program, you have 
some ante mortem inspection now ? 

Dr. Witurr. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. Of course, in Oregon and some of those places. 

Dr. Witirm. We have performed ante mortem inspection in the 
State of Texas on a number of occasions when ornithosis-suspect flocks 
were considered possible, and we have performed ante mortem inspec- 
tion in the case of poultry destined for Great Britain. It happens 
that Great Britain has certain regulatory requirements with respect. to 
respiratory diseases and the only way we can get our poultry in there 
for the American troops is to provide an ante mortem inspection for 
such poultry. 

Mr. Warts. Any question, Mr. McIntire ? 

Mr. McIntire. No. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Johnson? 

Mr. Jounson. No. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Hagen ? 

Mr. Hacen. What diseases are there that fowl have that are trans- 
missible to human beings ? 

Dr. Wituie. Well, there are several diseases of fowl] that are trans- 
missible to human beings. Of course, everybody hears about ornithosis 
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today so we put ornithosis as No. 1. I do not think ornithosis is prob- 
ably as great a problem as many people feel it might be. Certainly it 
is one that presents a number of hazards to plant personnel. We have 
never had a record of any consumers, however, coming down with 
ornithosis. 

Mr. Hacen. What do you commonly call that, is that another name 
for psittacosis ¢ 

Dr. Witz. Well, psittacosis or ornithosis, usually psittacosis. For 
instance, in Newcastle disease of poultry, that is transmissible to man 
and there have been some instances where Newcastle infection of the 
eyes has been determined as resulting from contact with poultry. 

Erysipelas, the same disease that infests swine in certain areas, also 
occurs in poultry and that is also transmissible to man. 

Avian tuberculosis, there have been 1 or 2 instances of record where 
the avian type of tubercular bacillae was found in the human being 
but from the standpoint of its danger to humans, it is practically nil 
because humans just do not suffer from the avian type of tuberculosis. 
There are a few cases on the medical records, however, where they did 
find the avian type of tubercular bacillus. 

There are some foodborne diseases, of course, that are carried or 
transmitted by poultry, through the consumption of poultry or poultry 
products, just like with all meat products and all food products, but 
those diseases when they do happen are the result of some carelessness 
somewhere along the line in the preparation of the poultry or food, 
and we do hear of a number of cases of food poisoning resulting from 
the consumption of poultry products but first we want to bear in 
mind that poultry is a very popular dish and is served at many banquets 
and gatherings 

Mr. Hacen. And I just want to say that one reason I am concerned 
is that I do eat a lot of it. 

Dr. Wut. And I would like to bring out the point that since poul- 
try is such a popular dish and is served at so many gatherings, it is 
susceptible to gross mishandling to a greater extent than other foods, 
because it is served so often. So, if there is a lot of food poisoning 
resulting from the consumption of poultry, that I attribute or a lot of 
it to the popularity of poultry products, but somewhere along the line 
someone made a mistake and did not handle it properly. 

Mr. Hacen. Another question. I was under the impression that you 
could quarantine animals in the case of pork products from a whole 
area, say, for example, in the case of trichinosis. Do you do that with 
poultry ¢ 

Dr. Wr. I do not believe under the mandatory compulsory act 
that we would have any 

Mr. Bucy. That would be under other animal quarantine bills, it is 
interstate quarantine, and cooperation with States with respect to intra- 
state quarantine. 

Mr. Hacen. You already have that? 

Mr. Bucy. That is correct. 

Dr. Witre. And I should like to point out that we do cooperate 
very closely with all disease-control agencies and whenever we run into 
anything new in the line of poultry diseases that we feel might be a 
hazard not only to the poultry industry and livestock industry but also 
the public health, we immediately contact those people that have the 
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direct responsibility. Our responsibility presently is only to inspect 
for wholesomeness. 

Mr. Warts. Any other questions? Mr. Dixon ? 

Mr. Dixon. If I understood your testimony, you already had au- 
thority for ante mortem inspection, I believe you stated that and then 
later on in your testimony I believe you said you needed the authority. 
Will you clear up that point 

Dr. Wiure. Well, we do have the right but under the compulsory 
pregrnee, of course, the authority would be in the regulations or the 

aw and we would of course formulate regulations to carry out such 
ante mortem inspection the same as we have done under our voluntary 
program. 

Mr. Bucy. In other words, they have the right, Mr. Congressman, in 
connection with a voluntary program, in our regulations under that 
program they provide for it but this is a mandatory program so they 
need the authority in connection with that. 

Mr. Dixon. But if the processors do not voluntarily go in, you do not 
have any right—— 

Mr. Bucy. That is correct. 

Mr. Drxon. So you need additional authority to make ante mortem 
inspection when you desire whether the processor invites it or not? 

Mr. Bucy. That is correct. 

Mr. Dixon. Now, another point, I know that there are people work- 
ing in the experiment stations, in the agricultural colleges, in the pri- 
vate veterinarian services that have contact with our poultry pro- 
ducers. To what extent do you get information from those people so 
you might be alert to flock epidemics and so on? 

Dr. Wir. Well, we work very closely with all State agencies with 
respect to poultry diseases and we come in contact with them and that 
has been especially true, of course, with respect to orthinosis. 

There are some other diseases that we in turn have in some instances 
even alerted the State and other Federal people who have the authority 
to exercise some control over those diseases. 

And I would like to point out here that two of those are, one, in- 
fectious sinovitis which has caused considerable losses in poultry 
processing plants and indirectly to poultry producers since birds suf- 
fering from that disease are subject not only to condemnation but also 
to possible heavy trim which reduces their grade and reduces the in- 
come to the producer. 

The other disease is a new form of avian leukosis that we have re- 
cently run into on the Eastern Shore. We immediately contacted the 
State personnel and advised them of the situation as we saw it and 
we are working very closely with them on that particular problem. 

Mr. Dixon. Well, didn’t that State agency know about its existence? 

Dr. Wuu1e. I didn’t get that. 

Mr. Dixon. Didn’t the State veterinarians, didn’t they know it 
existed before that? 

Dr. Wituie. Well, in that particular instance I don’t think they did. 
Certainly they had knowledge of this sinovitis condition, but I do 
not think they had knowledge of the extent of it and what it was cost- 
ing the processor. 

Mr. Drxon. I thought that the agricultural colleges make a practice 
to report epidemics and such serious situations. 
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Dr. Wii. You mean, do they report to us? 

Mr. Drxon. Do they make a practice of doing that? 

Dr. Witurr. Well, we have had good relationships with all of the 
people of various agencies and I would say that they keep us informed. 

Mr. Dixon. Couldn’t you put the heat on them to report those con- 
ditions. Couldn’t you improve this relationship so that they would 
be more alert to existing conditions than at present ? 

After all, we are all one family, we are all working for the public 
benefit, and it seems to me that there is a vast amount of gain to be 
secured through cooperation. 

Dr. Wie. Well, first, Mr. Congressman, I would like to make 
myself clear on this point, that we have had wonderful cooperation 
on the part not only of the State people involved in livestock disease 
control within their respective States, but also from the State college 
people that we have worked with and also the Federal people in the 
eh Research Service with respect to poultry diseases. 

r. Drxon. Do you go as far as to send them out at regular intervals, 
questionnaires on which they report serious conditions? 

Dr. Witu1r. No, we do not. 

Mr. Drxon. I did not know whether you did or did not. I wonder 
if it would be of any help. 

Dr. Witu1r. I think that is a very good suggestion, Mr. Congress- 
man, and I think it is one that should possibly be put to use. 

I do want you to know that we make every effort to work with 
all of these agencies and we encourage the same type of relationship 
on their part with us. 

Mr. Drxon. You do not have a cooperative mechanism right within 
your organization—just putting forth the effort alone will not keep 
you aware of epidemics. You don’t have the mechanism ? 

Now, another question, To what extent do the private veterinarians 
in private practice keep you informed of dangerous conditions? Or 
is that against their ethics? 

Dr. Witz. With respect to the private veterinarian, we have had 
numerous instances of cooperation with the inspector in charge of 
certain localities where they might have had a diseased condition in 
poultry, but I would say there is no organized effort along that line 
at the present time. 

We have had it and we certainly would encourage it. We would not 
want to detract from it. We would want our inspectors in charge 
to cooperate with them and to encourage their cooperation in every 
way they possibly can. 

Mr. Dixon. Do you think there could be more developed mutually, 
more could be done along that line ? 

Dr. Wriu1e. I think that a good deal more could be done along 
that line. 

Mr. Warts. Do you have any questions, Mr. Landrum? 

Mr. Lanprum. I have one short question relating back to a moment 
ago in your testimony about diseases which would be transmitted 
from poultry to human beings. 

Those diseases, would you say, transmitted principally in the han- 
dling of that poultry and not in the eating of it if it is properly 
cooked and prepared ? 

Dr. Wixu1r. Well, I do not know of any consumers ever getting any 
of these diseases mentioned already. 
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Mr. Lanprum. I mean, those diseases that are transmitted to the 
consumer, are they chiefly food poisonings as the result of improper 
handling and none of these other things, such as psittacosis or the 
other things, are going to be transmitted if the chickens are properly 
cooked ? 

Dr. Wituie. That is right. 

Mr. Lanprum. Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. I have a letter from Mr. Samuel G. McCluney, presi- 
dent of the North American Game Breeders Association, who states 
that his association, the people in his field, contend that they have a 
special problem with reference to game birds. What is your thought 
as to whether or not game birds should be included or excluded from 
this law ¢ 

Mr. Miuirr. H. R. 3777 does include game birds in the definition 
of poultry and we did not greet to eliminate it. Our views in con- 
nection with it—the game birds are somewhat of a problem and we 
are familiar with Mr. McC ‘antes letter, but they are used very 
broadly in interstate commerce as ‘gifts or high-priced items and there 
is some philosophy, some would philosophize that they should be 
covered. Now, the precedent for not covering them is—well, they 
are not covered just as similar animals, such as deer, are not covered 
in the Meat Act. 

Mr. Warts. The position of the Department is that they should be? 

Mr. Mirrer. Yes, we don’t propose to eliminate—yes, I think that 
would be right. 

Mr. McIntire. I note that in your definition you refer to commer- 
cially produced game birds, and I wonder whether or not there is a 
line of demarcation here as to whether this should include wildfowl. 
Is there a demarcation between domestic and wild game birds, do- 
mestic game birds as against wildfow] like one finds in the woods? 

Mr. Mitrer. It would be very hard to see how you could pass on a 
bird that had been shot through the head. 

Mr. McIntire. That probably would take care of itself. 

Mr. Mitter. This would relate to quail, et cetera, that are kept on 
farms. 

Mr. Warrs. Any more questions? 

Mr. Hagen. One question. In response to Mr. Landrum’s question 
vou said that the diseases were not transmissible if the fowl were 
properly cooked. What results if they are improperly cooked? 

Dr. Wir. The question was about birds not being properly 
cooked ¢ 

Mr. Hacen. Well, the point that Mr. Landrum was making, in your 
reply you said that these diseases are not transmissible if the fowl is 
properly cooked. 

Mr. Lanprum. One minute, if I can amend that, I meant that most 
of these diseases about which he spoke are communicated in the 
handling of the poultry and not by the eating of the poultry. 

Mr. Hagen. You say none of these diseases are transmissible when 
poultry is properly cooked ? 

Dr. Wii. Well, certainly some of those diseases may be trans- 
missible but I have never had, as far as I know, a case of a consumer 
coming down with any of those diseases outside of those diseases 
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which are food borne, food-poisoning diseases and they usually come 
about as a result of improper handling somewhere along the line. 

Now, a household consumer might properly cook the poultry and 
everything, but then turn right around and put it on a surface in the 
kitchen that is contaminated and thus introduce food-poisoning bac- 
teria back into the cooked product and, therefore, subject themselves 
and their families to food poisoning. 

Mr. Haeen. Well, let us say, let us take the case of a bird that 
had psittacosis and had moved in interstate commerce. Is there any 
authority presently that you could quarantine that bird so that it will 
not get to the housewife? 

Dr. Wiuu1e. You mean the live poultry ? 

Mr. Haagen. No, dead. 

Dr. Wriu1e. If it was ready-to-cook poultry and if it showed any 
of the lesions of ornithosis, I don’t believe that it would get past the 
post mortem inspector. In other words, if he could determine that 
ornithosis existed or a like disease or septicemia—he might not be able 
to diagnose that on the inspection line but if the lesions warranted con- 
demnation, he would condemn. 

Mr. Haeen. But this poultry in interstate commerce, there is no 
program—— 

Dr. Wixi. Food and Drug would have authority over that. 

Mr. Warts. Have full authority today. 

Dr. Wriure. Under the voluntary program, of course, we have no 
regulatory authority like the Food and Drug Administration has today 
with respect to food products. 

Mr. Hacen. But the Food and Drug could enter into that sale of 
that bird and seize it? 

Dr. Wiriu1n. They could seize a lot of poultry, and they make in- 
spections to determine whether or not the ornithosis virus existed in 
that poultry and if so, they could take steps to condemn it. 

Mr. Bucy. Their definition includes any poultry or poultry products 
made from diseased poultry and if it is diseased and it is moving inter- 
state, they could. 

Mr. Hagen. I wonder if you could put into the record some of the 
grosser examples that have been discovered by the Food and Drug 
inspectors, of unwholesome, birds that have moved in interstate com- 
merce. I wonder if you would put that into the record. 

Mr. Miuter. That would have to be supplied by the Food and Drug. 

Mr. Hacen. Well, couldn’t you get the information and put it in 
the record ? 

Mr. Mitier. We could get it; yes. 

Mr. Hacen. That eid show the conditions justifying regulation 
in a mandatory fashion, and we would have some background for 
what we are doing here. So, if you can, will you get us some of the 
grosser examples of the birds that have been picked up to show the 
necessity for this? 

Mr. Mriuer. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. I want to thank you gentlemen. I assume you will make 

ourselves available to the committee at a later time. We probably will 
ave some more questions we want to ask of you. 
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I have one other witness that I promised to hear this morning if the 
committee will bear with me, he says that he will not take 3 minutes. 
He is Mr. Wallace H. Jerome of Wisconsin. 

In view of the fact that Mr. Jerome is a constituent of one of our 
colleagues, Mr. Johnson, I would like to have Mr. Johnson say a few 
words. 

Mr. Jounson. I would like to say that I have had the pleasure of 
knowing Wallace Jerome, he operates a turkey farm and he has a 
processing plant there and he has enlarged it recently. Mr. Jerome 
has a voluntary inspection in his plant now so that if any member of 
the committee has any questions as to the voluntary inspection, I 
know he will be glad to answer those questions. 

Mr. Warts. All right, Mr. Jerome, we are glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF WALLACE H. JEROME, DIRECTOR, WISCONSIN 
TURKEY FEDERATION, DIRECTOR OF WISCONSIN TURKEY 
MARKETING COOPERATIVE, WISCONSIN DIRECTOR TO NATIONAL 
TURKEY FEDERATION, TURKEY GROWER, HATCHERYMAN, AND 
PROCESSOR, BARRON, WIS. 


Mr. Jerome. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, although 
our operations at Barron are strictly turkey, we are closely associated 
with substantial chicken broiler areas in Wisconsin also. 

We of the poultry industry are in favor of a sound, constructive, 
compulsory inspection program. We realize that our customers must 
be given only a clean, wholesome, and nutritious product. They are 
also entitled to have every assurance that the poultry they buy is not 
only healthy and nutritious but that it has been processed under a 
rigid code of sanitary requirements. We of the industry believe that 
these are essential prerequisites to a continued and expanding healthy 
poultry industry for our State and our Nation. 

Now that legislation of this type is under consideration, we believe 
that our legislators will want good sound legislation, since it will have 
a far-reaching effect on so great an industry as ours. A number of 
the bills proposed are sound and constructive, but the provisions of 
others apparently are aimed at involving the poultry industry with so 
many problems so as to put a lot of smaller processors out of business. 
I am sure our Congressmen would not want this to happen. Therefore 
a careful analysis of these bills must be made. 

Now with respect to the important provisions of these bills. They 
are as follows: 

1. The most important provision of all has to do with administra- 
tion of the inspecting agency and we believe that the discretion of who 
should administer the poultry inspection service should be left up to 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

This will make it possible for the program to come under the 
Poultry Division of the Agricultural Marketing Service where the 
present voluntary inspection program has been so capable and honor- 
ably administered. Now the main reason for this is because the 
Federal Grading Service is under the Poultry Division of the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service and it is essential that we have a common 
coordinator of these services. If we do not have an agency that can 
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coordinate the inspecting and grading program we will have untold 
problems of trying to satisfy both agencies. There will be overlap- 
ping authority given to each, resulting in much bickering between 
the grading and inspecting agencies, the processor trying to satisfy 
both. Each will wish to impose their authority, the processor will 
have no common coordinator to consult with; thus will be bogged 
down with a load of problems that may force a lot of us out of 
business. 

We have been operating a turkey processing plant under the volun- 
tary poultry inspection and grading program for the past 5 years, 
and can say that we have been highly impressed by the thoroughness 
to the utmost detail of the administration of the program. We have 
found all of the men of the Department that we have worked with to 
be of high integrity, very firm, and yet very constructive and helpful 
to work out any problem that has arisen. On many occasions the 
supervisor of inspection, and the supervisor of grading have come to- 
gether so that we could all sit down together, and discuss our problem 
and work out a reasonable solution. This just is not going to be 
possible if we do not have a common coordinator to keep these services 
working together. 

May I say here, that with regard to our own experience with the 
inspectors that they certainly have been well trained and are conscien- 
tious. Our inspector never misses inspecting a single bird. He stops 
the line if he must look away, or be away at all. 

It would be highly desirable to continue the program under the 
present Poultry Division of the Agricultural Marketing Service be- 
cause of the many years of experience and the trained personnel that 
the Poultry Division has. 

Therefore, it would surely be impractical, unrealistic, and no doubt 
very disastrous to move the inspection service to a new and different 
administrative agency. 

2. The provision dealing with antemortem and postmortem inspec- 
tion is important and we recommend that full authority be given to 
the Secretary of Agriculture in regard to this. The Secretary will 
want to utilize the best technical advice available to administer this 
phase of the program most effectively. New techniques are continu- 
ally being discovered which he will want to utilize, and he should be 
permitted to do so. 

3. Another major consideration is the provision providing for 
authority for the Federal Government to cooperate with the State 
agencies. This is something we need more of in all phases of our 
Government, instead of less. Therefore, authority to cooperate with 
the State agencies is very important. It will help facilitate the 
administration of the program in many areas. 

4. The permitted movement of New York dressed poultry between 
official plants is important. Many operators find it advantageous to 
do New York dressing in certain locations they may have had for 
some time, and then transport the poultry to a central plant equipped 
to eviscerate. Costly adjustments will be incurred by many operators 
if this is not permitted. 

Under existing circumstances it is necessary for the effective 
movement of the poultry crop to market. 
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Now with regard to penalties. I believe that the only restrictive 
ae t ouly democratic terminology used with regard to prohibited 
acts, must include the term “knowingly” or “willfully.” 

Also the Secretary of Agri iculture seania be required to notify 
and give hearing to offending plants before instituting criminal or 
injunction proe eedings. 

If this is not done, I can conceive a straightjacket type of control 
imposed upon a plant operator that one would be absolutely helpless 
to have any authority over their operation at all. Anyone on the 
premises, an employee with prejudice, could willfully or otherwise, 
depending upon whether he or she had a gripe against the operator, 
involve the operator in no end of trouble, and possibly put him out of 
business. 

Does that sound like true American democracy and progress? No, 
I would say that i is legalizing what could amount to complete control 
over another man’s business. That would just about wipe out our 
free enterprise system with regard to poultry. 

I trust that our Congressmen will not permit selfish interests to 
exercise such complete control over our poultry industry. 

In summary, may I say that legislation affecting so great an in- 
dustry in our Nation as the poultry industry surely should not. be 
Cotek Sound constructive legislation as outlined herein will be 
of great value to our industry, and conversely unrealistic and preju- 
dicial legislation will do untold harm to our industry from which 
we will never recover. 

Thanks for the opportunity to present our view on this very im- 
portant legislation. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Jerome, thank you very much for your fine state- 
ment and we are certainly delighted to have the views of poultrymen, 
particularly glad to hear from one that has a voluntary inspection. 

As I read your statement, there is not a great deal of disagreement 
between the bill gone over this morning by the Department except 
with reference to the words “willfully” and “knowingly,” isn’t that 
right? 

Mr. Jerome. That is about right. 

Mr. Warts. Any questions? 

Mr. Dixon. Under section 17 of H. R. 767 it says: 

Any person who sells, delivers, transports, or offers for sale or transportation 
in commerce or in a designated major consuming area any poultry products 
which are exempt under section 16, knowing that such products are 
unwholesome— 

Would that not cover your objection ? 

Mr. Jerome. I believe—I believe that is about right. Of course, 
I have reference to the little ones who may have no knowledge that 
they may be going into a plant, they should have that much leew ay. 

Mr. Dixon. That is all. 

Mr. McInrme. Mr. Jerome, with reference to section 13, the present 
language in H. R. 377 at page 11, it says now in the opening of 
section 12: 

“Any person who violates the provisions of section 8, 9, 10, or 17°— 
is my understanding correct, Mr. Jerome, that you are suggesting that 
we ought to mean any person who knowingly violates ? 
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Mr. Jerome. I understand that the penalties are written quite 
broadly in most of these and I have reference, I mean, as far as oper- 
ating the plant, when everybody knows there is such a law, that is 
excusable but what I am saying is that the—well, the little things that 
could be caused by certain workers in the plant, this provision of 
“knowingly” would be included relative to penalties in that respect. 

a McIntire. Do you happen to have a copy of the bill there with 
you ¢ 

Mr. Jerome. 277? 

Mr. McIntire. 277. Would you refer to page 11, please ? 

In your statement you say: 

Now, with regard to penalties. I believe that the only restrictive and truly 
democratic terminology used with regard to prohibited acts, must include the 
term “knowingly” or “wilfully.” 

I undertake to inquire as to whether you are referring to line 6, 
specifically if that happened to be the object of your statement. 

Mr. Jerome. May I call your attention to the fact that we of industry 
are in most complete agreement with bills 514, 617, and 5463 nearly 
agreed with the thinking of the industry in general, I believe, the pro- 
visions of those, as to the way it should be written. 

Mr. McIntire. Well, in the bill 514, in a comparable provision it 
says, “any person who knowingly violates,” and referring to H. R. 377, 
the same provision, the same construction would be obtained if the 
word “knowinglv” were inserted in that line 6—is that your point? 

Mr. Jerome. Yes, I believe that would be correct. 

Mr. McIntire. Yes, and what do you mean by that term “New York 
dressed poultry,” just for the record would you state what the defini- 
tion means ? 

Mr. Jerome. It is poultry that has been killed and bled and only 
the feathers removed. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make a short ob- 
servation in relation to the witness’ recommendation on this word 
“knowingly.” 

I happen to be familiar with the Perishable Agricultural Com- 
modities Act in which there was a provision that you had to be able 
to show a fraudulent intent before you could move in on it. I cer- 
tainly would want to say to Mr. Jerome that I am certainly very much 
in accord with the comment he has made in relation to the word 
“knowingly,” but there is a problem, administratively, of being held 
back until you can prove that the fellow did it deliberately, knowingly. 
All these things are fine as they perform as just protection, but some 
people hide behind them. 

So, you have to sort of develop a balance in there, and we have 
removed from the Agricultural Commodities Act the provision of 
fraudulent intent for the simple reason that you just could not move 
in until you first showed that the individual did it deliberately. In 
that act it became restrictive to the point where Congress removed it in 
order to assist the Administration. 

Mr. Warts. Yes. Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Warrs. I have some letters that I would like to place in the 
record at this point. 
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(The letters referred to are as follows :) 


STATE OF INDIANA, 
Strate Boarp or HEALTH, 
March 5, 1957. 
Hon. JOHN C. WATTS, 
Chairman, Poultry and Egg Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, United States 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Watts: I have just received a notice from Mabel C. 
Downey, clerk of the House Committee on Agriculture, that hearings are to be 
held before your subcommittee concerning Federal poultry legislation. I regret 
that I will be unable to attend these committee hearings in person. However, 
as the accredited representative of the Association of Food and Drug Officials 
of the United States, I should like to submit the following statement and ask 
the subcommittee’s permission to include it in the record of the hearings. 

I am a doctor of veterinary medicine and am presently employed by the 
Indiana State Board of Health as chief of the meat and poultry section of the 
division of food and drugs. I have been employed by the State of Indiana for 
9 years—2 years as veterinary inspector and 7 years in my present position. 
Prior to this time, I spent 3 years in the practice of veterinary medicine; 3 
years with the United States Department of Agriculture in the eradication of 
animal diseases; and 3 years in the Veterinary Corps during World War II. 
For the past 2 years, I have been chairman of the meat and poultry committee of 
the Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States and am submit- 
ting this statement in behalf of that organization. 

The Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States is a national 
organization. Its membership is composed of regulatory officials at Federal, 
State and municipal levels who are engaged in administering food, drug and 
sanitation laws and regulations. At the State level, approximately half of 
these officials operate under the jurisdiction of State health departments, and 
the balance are under the jurisdiction of the State departments of agriculture. 
At the municipal level, practically all regulatory work in the sanitation and food 
and drug fields is carried out by local health agencies. One of the principal 
responsibilities of State and local regulatory agencies in the field of food and 
drugs is the protection of the health and welfare of the consuming public in 
their respective jurisdictions, by preventing the manufacture, processing, dis- 
tribution, and sale of adulterated or misbranded foods and drugs of all kinds. 

A major problem in the food field is that of preventing the slaughter of 
diseased or otherwise unwholesome poultry and that of securing adequate sani- 
tation in poultry processing plants. Due to the nature of the processing opera- 
tion—removal of feathers, the evisceration of carcasses, for example—it is dif- 
ficult to obtain and maintain adequate sanitary conditions. Even when the 
establishment has properly constructed equipment, if good housekeeping prac- 
tices are not maintained, the equipment becomes contaminated with fecal ma- 
terial and other filth as a result of the poultry dressing operation. It is also 
difficult to prevent the slaughter of unfit poultry unless close supervision is main- 
tained over the establishment. State and local regulatory agencies are fre- 
quently reminded of this problem when they are called upon to investigate out- 
breaks of illness which are traceable to diseased live birds or to New York 
dressed and eviscerated poultry and poultry products. In Indiana, we find that 
some of these outbreaks are caused by contamination of poultry after it leaves 
the processing establishment. Many times, however, we have traced the cause 
of illness to insanitary conditions at the processing plant or improper handling 
after dressing and evisceration. Reports of the United States Public Health 
Service indicate strongly that contaminated poultry and poultry products are 
the cause of many food poisoning outbreaks throughout the Nation. 

During the past 7 or 8 years, the Association of Food and Drug Officials has 
recognized this growing problem and has been vitally interested in uniform 
corrective legislation which will assure adequate plant sanitation and inspec- 
tion of poultry for wholesomeness. In an effort to solve these problems, many 
States and local communities have adopted ordinances or regulations for the 
protection of poultry consumers in their respective jurisdictions. Many others 
are contemplating such action. At the request of State and local authorities, 
the United States Public Health Service undertook the task of drafting a model 
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poultry ordinance which it could recommend to communities and States for their 
adoption and enforcement. 

Two such ordinances have been compiled—one dealing with poultry plant 
sanitation which was distributed in 1955, and the second which deals with sani- 
tation and inspection for wholesomeness, now being prepared for distribution. 
Copies of this latter document have been distributed to many of the members 
of the Association of Food and Drug Officials for their comment. It is the con- 
sidered opinion of those who have reviewed the proposed ordinance that it em- 
bodies the basic principles that should be included in any poultry regulatory 
program if it is to be effective in protecting the health and welfare of the con- 
sumer. Many States and local communities plan to adopt the United States 
Public Health Service ordinance standards for poultry plant sanitation and 
inspection for wholesomeness when it is released. In fact, one State has already 
done so. Our organization recognizes that even if every State or municipality 
were to adopt an effective ordinance for the protection of its own people, only 
a portion of the problem would be solved since they would have no way of know- 
ing the sanitary conditions under which poultry imported into the State or com- 
munity was prepared or the condition of the birds at the time of slaughter. 
In many communities this constitutes more than half of the poultry offered 
for sale. 

For this reason, our association feels that: 

1. Effective Federal legislation is necessary. 

2. That Federal legislation should require the same standards of sanitation 
and inspection as are included in the United State Public Health Service 1956 
ordinance now in use in some localities and planned for use in many others. 

8. That primarily, Federal legislation in this field is intended to protect public 
health and should be administered by a consumer protective agency rather than 
a marketing agency. 

These principles are embodied in two resolutions formally adopted on May 7, 
1956, by the members of the association at its annual meeting in New York City 
and transmitted to appropriate congressional committees at that time. 

This subcommittee has before it for consideration 9 or 10 bills dealing with 
poultry inspection which have been introduced by various members of the House 
during the present session of Congress. Our organization has not had an oppor- 
tunity to review all of these bills so we are unable to offer to the subcommittee 
our comments based on a comparative analysis of all such proposed legislation. 
Based on a review of the proposed legislation, we have been privileged to ex- 
amine, and on the basic principles which we feel should be included in any law 
regulating poultry in interstate commerce, we should like to offer the following 
comments : 

1. Ante Mortem Inspection.—Ante mortem inspection is a necessary part of 
inspection of poultry for wholesomeness and should be required in any Federal 
law dealing with poultry which will be labeled “Inspected and Passed.” This re- 
quirement is included in the United State Public Health Service ordinance pre- 
viously referred to. H. R. 3052, H. R. 767, H. R. 512, and H. R. 1963 all fail to 
mandate ante mortem inspection. 

2. Administrative Agency.—The Association of Food and Drug Officials of the 
United States feel that any legislation affecting the health and welfare of the 
citizenry of the United States should be administered by a consumer protec- 
tive agency rather than a marketing agency. The resolution passed by the asso- 
ciation on May 7, 1956, at its 60th annual meeting stated in part, “That the in- 
spection service be placed in a governmental agency having a traditionally con- 
sumer protective purpose, namely the Food and Drug Administration or the 
Meat Inspection Branch of the United States Department of Agriculture.” We 
would have preferred to see a law which would integrate poultry inspection with 
red meat inspection which is administered by the Meat Inspection Branch of ‘the 
Agriculture Research Service, United States Department of Agriculture. How- 
ever, we feel that if poultry inspection is placed in the Agricultural Research 
Service of the Department of Agriculture, much of the problem will be solved. 

3. Designated Cities and Areas.—HR. 514, HR. 767 and HR. 3052 and HR. 1964 
provide for the designating of certain cities or areas in which all poultry, re- 
gardless of its intra- or interstate nature, would come under the provisions of 
the Federal law. This is unsatisfactory to many of our members. In addition 
to its questionable constitutionality (since it invades the field of intrastate 
commerce), the inclusion of such a provision could duplicate effective local 
poultry inspection programs administered by local authorities. 
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4. Knowingly.—The word “knowingly” appears in the prohibitive acts section 
and penalty sections of HR. 514, HR. 767, HR. 3052, and HR. 1964. This re- 
quires the enforcement officials to prove in court that the owner or operator of 
the establishment knowingly committed the violation. In our opinion, this would 
render the law administratively unenforcible. The word “knowingly” is not 
found in either the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act or the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act. 

5. New York Dressed Poultry.—The holding or shipment of uneviscerated 
dressed poultry to facilitate later evaluation for disease is repugnant and in- 
consistent with modern-day sanitation concepts. We feel that any law dealing 
with inspection of poultry for wholesomeness must provide for ante mortem 
and post mortem inspection at the time of slaughter and require the evisceration 
of poultry immediately after slaughter. 

6. Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act.—It is the feeling of the members of this 
association that any Federal legislation concerning the health and welfare of the 
consumer must in no way conflict with the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act. 
Twenty-six States now enforce legislation uniform with the Federal Food, Drug 
and Cosmetic Act. 

We believe that any Federal poultry legislation must provide harmony be- 
tween the Federal Inspection Service and the State and local health officials. 
This harmony is very important since any Federal law will govern only a portion 
of poultry processed for human consumption. The balance must be supervised 
or regulated by States and local communities. These communities should be 
assured that interstate poultry offered in their respective localities have met sub- 
stantially the same requirements as those required of local products. 

We hope that this subcommittee and the Congress will give serious considera- 
tion to the basic principles involved in poultry legislation, the ultimate objective 
of which is to protect the health and welfare of the consuming public by providing 
it with poultry and poultry products derived from wholesome birds processed 
under optimum sanitary conditions and properly labeled so as to prevent fraud 
or deception. 

Sincerely yours, 
D. B. SCHLOSSER, 
Chairman, Committee on Meat and Poultry Inspection, Association of 
Food and Drug Officials of the United States. 


NortTH AMERICAN GAME BREEDERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Warrensburg, Mo., February 27, 1957. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
85th Congress, 1st Session, 
The House of Representatives. 

Mr. Chairman and Representatives: With regards to the House of Representa- 
tives bills Nos. 12 by Mrs. Sullivan, 377 by Mr. Polk, 514 by Mr. Abernethy, 767 by 
Mr. McIntire, 899 by Mr. Price and any others that thay have been introduced. 

I, Samuel G. McCluney, P. O. box 312, Warrensburg, Mo., president of North 
American Game Breeders Association, Inc., organized in 1980 for the purpose of 
fostering the game breeding business, its related industries and activities. 

Thirty-seven States of the United States, Washington, D. C., Hawaii, Canada 
and Holland are well represented in the membership of our association, and re- 
spectfully submit this brief for your committee’s consideration 

The North American Game Breeders Association is fully aware of the necessity 
of this type legislation and are in primary agreement with the bills 377, 514, 767 
and 899. We endorse and recommend the passage of one of these bills or a 
substitute combining these bills, with this exception in H. R. 377, page 17, section 
22, under (d), line 8; in H. R. 514, page 3, section 4 under (d), line 23; in H. R. 
767, section 4 under (d), line 24; in H. R. 899, section 2, under (b), line 6. We 
request the deletion and exclusion of the words “‘or commercially produced game 
bird” for the following reasons: 

1. 90 percent of the 15,000 game bird breeders in the United States are small 
producers, raising less than 1,000 birds, total of the game bird food species, quail, 
partridge and pheasants. It is not practical to set up individual inspection for 
these small operators even on a part time basis. 

2. Because of the different types cf game birds and their sizes, poultry proces- 
sing plants that have inspection refuse this type product for custom dressing as it 
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would require much more time to adjust their equipment and personnel, than the 
compensation from such a project would allow. 

3. Game birds for food are a seasonable product and come at a time of the year 
when the majority of poultry processors are working at a peak on turkeys and 
holiday fowl. 

4. The quail and partridge are of such a small size that the processing is in the 
main, a hand operation, rather than a production line item. 

5. A large quantity of game birds are sold as gift items. These sales are not 
through commercial channels or direct to the household consumer, but requires a 
third party. (This isa violation under exemptions. ) 

6. The products are a luxury item and are not in large enough demand to be 
cooperatively processed and moved in volume in regular commercial channels. 

7. Finally may I cite as a paralleling example of this request. When the red 
meat legislation, regulating inspection of beef, pork, lamb, etc. was passed, com- 
mercially raised venison was excluded from that bill. 

With regards to H. R. 12 we are opposed to any legislation that will combine the 
red meat program with the poultry industry. Because the fields of operation 
are vastly different in their problems, 

Finally if there have been other bills that I have not mentioned it is because 
I have not read them or studied them and if there should be, and these bills contain 
the words “Commercially produced game bird” or any similar such words or 
meanings, we request their deletion and exclusion from such bill or bills. 

Respectfully submitted, 
SAMUEL G. McCruney, President. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., March 6, 1957. 
UNITED STATES CONGRESS, 
House Agriculture Committee, Watts Subcommittee, 
1310 New Building, Washington, D.C. 

Mr. CuHarmMAN: In favor of bills proposing “compulsory inspection of poultry 
and poultry products,” wish to state it is just, and imperative to have this legisla- 
tion passed as it concerns the health of all peoples. 

Cleanliness is next to godliness. It behooves us to improve and not go back- 
ward therefore, my request is that this committee pass on this legislation to 
improve the condition in the poultry field. 

Thank you, 
NELL F.. STEPHENS, 
Registered Lobbyist. 


(The following information was submitted to the subcommittee :) 


(The information requested from the Department of Agriculture, showing 
examples of regulatory actions under the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic 
Act against certain lots of poultry found in violation because of disease, filth, 
or decomposition. This information was obtained from material which was 
furnished by the Food and Drug Administration. ) 

Sample No.: 7-793 M. 

Article sampled: New York dressed poultry. 

Amount of lot sampled: 16 crates (1,042 pounds). 

Date collected: February 2, 1955. 

Laboratory conclusions: Diseased and contaminated birds present. 


Summary: 
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Sample No.: 3-703 M. 

Article sampled: Dressed poultry. 

Amount of lot sampled: 9 boxes (679 pounds). 

Date collected: April 20, 1955. 

Laboratory conclusions: Filthy, decomposed and diseased birds present. 
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Summary: 
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Sample No.: 11-874 M. 

Article sampled: New York dressed turkeys. 

Amount of lot sampled: 5 crates (282 pounds). 

Date collected: June 14, 1955. 

Laboratory conclusions: (None recorded. ) 

Summary: Three of 5 crates of turkeys showed objectionable conditions. 
(Turkeys contained therein were diseased, bruised, decomposed or were affected 
by a combination of these conditions.) 

Sample No. : 13-170 M. 

Article sampled : Dressed poultry (New York style). 

Amount of lot sampled: 5 crates. 

Date collected: January 20, 1955. 

Laboratory conclusions : The product contains filthy and diseased poultry. 

Sample No. : 21—708 M. 

Article sampled: Poultry. 

Amount of lot sampled: 19 crates (1,492 pounds) 

Date collected : August 29, 1955. 

Laboratory conclusions: This product contains bruised, filthy, diseased and de- 
composed poultry. 

Sample No,. 37—262 M. 

Article sampled: Beltsville turkeys. 

Amount of lot sampled : 13 crates (896 pounds). 

Date collected: November 21, 1955. 

Laboratory conclusions: (No laboratory conclusions recorded). 

Summary: In view of the extreme thinness and the feverish discoloration of 
all of the birds examined, as well as the prevalence of diarrhea in these birds, 
the turkeys in this 13-crate lot were obviously from a diseased flock of birds. 
Post-mortem examination of 12 birds from 3 crates confirms this conclusion. 

Sample No. : 37-264 M. 

Article sampled: New York dressed poultry. 

Amount of lot sampled: 3 crates (245 pounds). 

Date collected : December 15, 1955. 

Laboratory conclusions: (No laboratory conclusions recorded). 

Summary: Of 38 birds in 2 crates examined, all but one showed at least one 
abnormality indicating an objection or a suspicion. 

Sample No. : 87-265 M. 

Article sampled: Beltsville turkeys. 

Amount of lot sampled : 13 crates (863 pounds). 

Date collected : December 20, 1955. 

Laboratory conclusions: (No laboratory conclusions recorded ). 

Summary: Of 33 birds examined out of 4 crates, only 5 were considered ap- 
parently normal and 8 others passable with only slight bruises. 

Sample No. : 37-275 M. 

Article sampled: New York dressed poultry. 

Amount of lot sampled: 9 crates (547 pounds). 

Date collected: March 27, 1956. 

Laboratory conclusions: (No laboratory conclusions recorded). 

Summary: The examination showed a large percent of the birds to be objec- 
tionable because of disease, mutilation, contamination, and greenstruck decom- 
position. 

Sample No. : 50-054 M. 

Article sampled: New York dressed poultry. 

Amount of lot sampled: 4 crates (234 pounds). 

Date collected: October 29, 1956. 

Laboratory conclusions : Diseased and fecal contaminated birds preseat. 

Summary: Of 50 birds examined, 18, or 36 percent, were found to be badly 
bruised, ulcerated, diseased or otherwise unfit. 

In each instance, the article was judged violated, condemned, and destroyed 
pursuant to court order. 
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Mr. Warts. Without objection, we will adjourn now until 9:30 in 
the morning. 

(Whereupon at 12:25 o’clock p. m., the committee took a recess 
until 9: 30 o’clock a. m., the following day, Thursday, March 7, 1956.) 





COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND 
POULTRY PRODUCTS 


THURSDAY, MARCH 7, 1957 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Commopiry SUBCOMMITTEE ON PouLtry AND Ecgs, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:30 a. m., In room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon. John C. Watts (chairman of 
the subeommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Watts, Thompson, Johnson, Anfuso, 
McIntire, and Dixon. 

Also present: Representatives Cooley (chairman of the full com- 
mittee), Gathings, Abernethy, Hagen, Jennings, Matthews, Harrison, 
and Mrs. Sullivan. 

Mr. Warts (presiding). The committee will come to order. 

We have with us Congressman Harrison from the great State of 
Virginia. He has a witness that he would like to present to the com- 
mittee. You may be heard from. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BURR P. HARRISON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SEVENTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

It is always a pleasure to appear before a committee chairmaned by 
the distinguished Representative from the State of Kentucky, which 
at one time was a magisterial district in my home county in Virginia. 
We are rather proud of the growth of that child. 

It is my great privilege to present to this committee, Mr. Chairman, 
my friend and constituent, Mr. Chester C. Housh. Commissioner 
Housh at the present time is president of the National Poultry Fed- 
eration. He appears today on behalf of the National Turkey Federa- 
tion, of which he is a past president. Mr. Housch is a man of the very 
highest character and capacity. He has devoted his lifetime to prac- 
tical conduct in the poultry and turkey business. In addition to that, 
he has dedicated his time and talent to both of these federations, at 
the National and State level. 

I can assure the committee that he will speak to them with intel- 
ligence and candor, and I believe that he will be able to give the com- 
mittee some light in consideration of this measure from the farmer’s 
viewpoint. 
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Mr. Warts. We will be glad to hear from Mr. Housh. Unfortunate- 
ly, the House is going into session at 11 o’clock this morning. It is 
a great opportunity to hear from the witnesses and it is my hope that 
all witnesses that can, will make their statements as brief as possible. 

We will be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER C. HOUSH, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
POULTRY FEDERATION, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE NA- 
TIONAL TURKEY FEDERATION, ELKTON, VA. 


Mr. Hovusn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, after 
the kind remarks of Congressman Harrison, you would wonder 
whether it was appropriate for me as a producer to say exactly what 
I think and what I believe, or whether I should go into a few words of 
eulogy and so forth, in return for those kind remarks. 

I would like to say this—and this is off the cuff, these few remarks— 
and it has reference somewhat to some things that were said yester- 





day. 

i am going to say them from a personal standpoint and from the 
standpoint of the producer. 

We happen to have in our community, in Rockingham County, a 
turkey na. chicken producing organization. We produce annually 
about 500,000 turkeys, about half a million broiler chickens a year. 

We have been in this business for many years. The largest number 
of turkeys we have grown in any one year was 756,000. 

I make these remarks only for this purpose that we have had a 
number of employees, many of them in fact—because we have a num- 
ber of farms—these employees have worked with these turkeys and 
these chickens. 

They have handled them day by day and week by week and month 
by month and year after year, and never in the entire history of our 
business, to the best of my knowledge and belief, have we ever had 
any case of any individual ever having received anything in the way 
of transmission of an irritation of skin or anything else from these 
turkeys or these chickens. 

I can also say that we have killed our own chickens and our own 
turkeys and have used them in the home. And our farm help has 
done the same thing; and never to the best of our knowledge and 
belief have they ever had any poisoning or any disease transmission. 

I would merely like to call to your attention that the Commission of 
Food and Drug Administration on record in one of our hearings made 
the statement that it had never been proved that disease had been 
transmitted through the eating of poultry. 

I think that that is a tribute to the product that we are producing, 
the quality of our product, and its usefulness to our country. 

My name is Chester C. Housh, a farmer and poultry producer from 
Elkton, Va. Iam a former president of the National Turkey Federa- 
tion, an organization representing 10,000 turkey growers located in 
the many turkey growing areas of the United States. 

Our organization has been interested in the voluntary inspection 
program of the United States Department of Agriculture from the 
time of its inception and has given unqualified support to a program 
which would assure a quality product to the consumer. 
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We have established research projects in many State agricultural 
colleges of the United States, donating freely of the type of research 
which would eradicate disease and improve the quality of our product 
through poultry management. 

We have always, had in mind that our success and our livelihood 
depended upon giving the utmost satisfaction to the consumer. 

There has been no question in our minds but what we were produc- 
ing a superior meat product for human consumption. We requested 
Cornell University to carry on comparative studies with other meats to 
prove our contention that turkey meat is superior. We asked that all 
poultry products be studied. 

Not only did we find that turkey and chicken meat is superior in 
protein content but that it is superior as a low-fat product. We now 
find that our product has a high amino-acid content (essential factors 
in human diet). 

It has been a source of pride to us that we have been producing meat 
products that are so desirable in the diet of the sick and convalescent. 

We believe we have a right to let our cockerels crow and our turkey 
toms gobble. We think we should let them tell the story to the 
consumer 

Feeling as we do, we regret that our product has been held up to 
ridicule and maligned through no fault of our own. We know that 
poultry can be undesirable, the same as any other product. 

During my lifetime, I have seen the red-meat inspection program 
develop. I recall in the early stages of trying to correct mishandling, 
that the same things were said about red meats that have rec ently 
been said about poultry. 

[ have seen the great protection that has been given to the con- 
sumer in the better care, production and distribution of dairy 
products. 

I recall the great debacle in Cleveland’s administration when a 
scourge of sickness and death prevailed in New York City as a result 
of dr inking milk. 

What we, as an organization believe is that we still fail to realize 
that we are always and continuously striving to make the good product 
better, and the better product best. 

In the human field of medicine, we have never achieved perfection. 
We never will. Problems will confront us day by day; but when 
these problems come, let’s face them, solve them and not argue— 
for our job, no matter who we are or where we live, is the same, to 
do a better job, more successfully—and at the same time make life 
more worthwhile. 

Today, you have before you 12 bills. One is enough. All of you 
on this subcommittee want to get the job over quickly. 

The National T ps Federation recommends to you consideration 
of bills 377, 514, 767, 1964, and 5463. We endorse 5463. 

In you, we iat faith that you will bring out a mandatory inspec- 
tion bill which we all want. “There is no argument. 

Thank you for the privilege of presenting the views of the National 
Turkey Federation. 

Mr. Warts. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Jounson. I was going to ask, who is the author of H. R. 5463? 

Mr. Hovusn. Mr. Elliott. 
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Mr. Warts. If not, we thank you very much for your fine presenta- 
tion. We are delighted to have had you with us. 

Mrs. Suriivan. Mr. Housh, I would like to ask about the matter of 
not having any trace or record of any disease or sickness from the 
product. "That may well be. You are to be commended for having 
that kind of a plant and producing organization. 

But poultry pathologists have found some 26 diseases to be trans- 
missible from poultry to man. 

The United States Public Health Service regularly reports on 
consumer illnesses due to diseased poultry. For example, the Com- 
municable Disease Summary of January 17, 1957, reports food poison- 
ing involving 600 out of 962 children who ate turkey in Kentucky. 

The positive organism was found to be carried in the raw frozen 
turkey. 

If handling in the store and in the home are responsible for the 
cases of consumer food poisoning from poultry, then one would expect 
that the red meat and other perishables would have the same illness 
rating as poultry. 

And yet poultry and poultry products were blamed for an average 
of one-third of al] of the food-poisoning cases reported to the U nited 
States Public Health Service this year. 

That is far higher than for any other food. 

I just wanted to ask this. Do you not feel, in view of all of the 
evidence that has been presented in the hearing last year and that 
you will probably hear again this year, that. it would be worthwhile 
to have compulsory inspection for all poultry ? 

Mr. Hovusu. I would like to make a reply in this way, that our 
organization was the first organization, not any other organization 
in the United States, which requested and asked for the voluntary 
inspection program. 

We believe in it. We think it is good. We think that there is no 
need of going over things that are unnecessary and undesirable be- 

cause those same things that you speak of, happened in the read meat 
industry. 

All I have to mention to you is Bang’s disease—all I have to men- 
tion to you is tuberculosis—all I have to mention to you are some 
other things that I could bring in which were factors in the trans- 
mission of disease. That thing i is true in everything. 

If you believe what you re: ad in the papers—in This Week’s maga- 
zine which was published some weeks ago which in a release said 
that the greatest menace to the human race was rats and mice, and 
rats and mice transmit disease to humans and that is caused largely 
through germs and so forth. 

I mention this because all we can do in our line is to try to protect 
ourselves to the best of our ability. And when you mention these 
things, there is some question in my mind as to that statement about 
one-third. 

T doubt very much whether that could be proved. I could make any 
kind of a statement in a general way and have it questioned. 

We are not saying that it cannot be done in the way of transmission 
through contact: or through any other source, but I quoted you here 
this morning from the F ood and Drug Commissioner who is supposed 
to know, who said there never had been a case where they had estab- 
lished the fact of disease being transmitted through poultry. 
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I quoted that to you. I consider the fact that he was head of that 
organization that he certainly knew what he was talking about. Maybe 
he did not. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. I know of such a letter that was put out. I think 
you read too much into it. 

Mr. Housu. I would not say so. I think that is a matter of opinion. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. In order to protect those who are doing it, that 
is, doing the right thing, and having their turkeys and chickens 
injected, do you not think that they should be protected by making 
the others conform to the same type of safety and put only good 
birds on the market ? 

Mr. Housu. We agree 100 percent. 

Mrs. Sutuivan. That is all. 

Mr. Warts. As I understand your position, you are in favor of 
the compulsory inspection of poultry ? 

Mr. Housu. One hundred percent. 

Mr. Warvs. Thank you. 

Mr. Housn. Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. The committee will next hear Mr. John A. Winfield, 
Department of Agriculture, State of North Carolina. 

We are delighted to have you here this morning and to have you 
give vour statement. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. WINFIELD, NORTH CAROLINA DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE, RALEIGH, N. C. 


Mr. Wrinrtevp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I am John A. Winfield, farmer and director of the division of 
markets, North Carolina Department of Agriculture. I am repre- 
senting the North Carolina Department of Agriculture. 

We work very closely with the poultry industry in inspection, grad- 
ing, and other service programs relating to the movement of poultry 
from the farm or producing centers through processing facilities and 
on to consumers. 

Most of this work is done in cooperation with the United States 
Department of Agriculture under cooperative agreements. 

The poultry industry in North Carolina is of great importance to 
the economy of our State—-poultry production fits well on small farms. 
We are a State of small farms. 

We were the country’s fourth largest producer of broilers in 1956, 
with just over 94 million head; we also produced just over 1 million 
turkeys. 

We have 146 poultry-processing plants, plus 3 under construction 
that will be in operation before the end of 1957. Many of these plants 
are small; however, 24 of the plants have sufficient facilities to process 
more than 50,000 birds weekly. 

The North Carolina Department of Agriculture represents and 
works with all segments of the poultry industry through its division 
of markets and its veterinary division. 

We also work closely with Food and Drug Administration through 
the chemistry division of the North Carolina Department of Agri- 
culture, headed by the State chemist. 

The North Carolina Department of Agriculture supports H. R. 514, 
H. R. 767 and H. R. 5463. 
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We have had an opportunity to look through many of these bills 
that have been presented and we find from these three that our posi- 
tion is more clearly represented, perhaps, than in many of the others. 

We are also in general agreement with most of the provisions of 
H. R, 1964 and H. R. 3052. 

We believe the Secretary of Agriculture should have the responsi- 
bility for administering the poultry inspection program. We would 
recommend to the Secretary that responsibility for administering the 
program be placed under the Agricultural Marketing Service, because 
we think this will be more practic: il and less expensive to the tax- 
payers of the Nation. 

We make this statement because the Agricultural Marketing Serv- 
ice has had a long record of experience in conducting poultry inspec- 
tion and grading programs, and because we believe the Agency will 
cooperate more fully because of this experience with industry groups, 
research extension, and other governmental agencies at local levels, 
that represent producers, consumers, and all segments interested in 
the poultry industry. We think this necessary for greater benefits 
to the general economy of the country. 

Mr. Warts. Are there any questions from any members of the com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Jounson. I see that the legislation that you have referred to 
uses the word “knowingly,” in section 8. I don’t know what section 
it is in the others. 

The Department in their statement yesterday, if I understood them 
correctly, want to have the word “knowingly” taken out. There is 
some objection to that word being in. How do you feel? 

Mr. Wixrreip. We feel that word should be left in this legislation. 

Mr. Jounson. Also, I believe that the Department yesterday stated 
they do not want to specify which department it is to go to. They 

want to leave that up to the Secretary to decide. 

Mr. Wiyrievp. That is true; that 1s our position, too. 

Mr. Jounson. You do not want to say that it has to go to this de- 
partment or that department ? 

Mr. Wrxrie.p. That is correct. 

Mr. Warts. Any further questions? 

Mrs. Sutxiivan. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to ask the witness— 
would you have any objection to this inspection being put under the 
Meat Inspection Act? 

Mr. WixrFiew. I, too, have serious objection to this. My reason for 
it is that I think poultry inspection and red meat inspection are two 
different operations. 

I believe that if the same principles were applied other than the 
health situation—I do not believe that a man who has inspected large 
animals, that the relationship between that inspection and the inspec- 
tion of poultry is such as to make that advisable. 

I think that a new arrangement or an arrangement where we have 
had some experience would be better for the consumer and for the 
trade. 

Mrs. Suttivan. Is it necessary that the inspector who inspects the 
red meat also inspect the poultry? That does not follow. 

Mr, WinFiexp. It isn’t particular necessary, but poultry and red 
meat, to be fair, is, of course, competing for the consumer’s dollar in 
this country. 
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Mrs. Sutiivan. Would you agree with me that the regulations and 
the penalties are already set up in the Meat Inspections Act? Could 
not those regulations be used ? 

Mr. Winrievp. I would think we would have no objection to the 
penalties but as to the regulation, we think that the Secretary will take 
a look at red-meat regulations and will, also, take into consideration 
any research in connection with poultry inspection and the movement 
of poultry. 

And with this information and with this fast-changing situation 
that we have which you are familiar with, antibiotics that has been 
used in poultry processing, we think it would cause so many new 
things and questions, cost saving and of health arrangements, that it 
would be best to more or less take an approach different from the red 
meat approach. 

Mrs. Sutuivan. Are not they using antibiotics in cattle, also? 

Mr. WinrieLp. Well, I do not think so in the preservation of red 
meats. I do not believe that has been used to any extent. 

T do not know that it has been used enough, from the poultry stand- 
point, to say whether or not it is a good deal. I think more study is 
necessary. I am afraid of it getting grooved in a channel where 
changes cannot be made. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Do you feel that the Secretary of Agriculture would 
not be capable of hiring the right kind of veterinarians or inspectors 
to go out and inspect the poultry ? 

Mr. Winrietp. Let me say this, if the Secretary of Agriculture de- 
cides to put poultry inspection under red meat after he reaches his 
decision, then the North Carolina Department of Agriculture, and in- 
dustry in that State, will cooperate with the Secretary of Agriculture. 

I think that is saying a lot, coming where we come from. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. At the present time are the inspectors who now in- 
spect on a voluntary basis, as a rule, hired by the processing company ? 

Mr. WinFieLp. No, not in North Carolina. 

Mrs. Sutzivan. Who does hire them ? 

Mr. Winrievp. They are hired by the Poultry Branch of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

Mrs. Suuttivan. Who pays their salary ? 

Mr. Winriexp. The salary is paid indirectly by, of course, the poul- 
try industry, but it is paid to us and in turn we pay these men. They 
are our employees, that is, of the office of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, or the North Carolina Department of Agricul- 
ture, the United States Department of Agriculture determining who, 
and actually handling the program. , 

We do some grading work. And we cooperate with them in con- 
nection with the inspection program from the standpoint of handling 
some administration. 

But the plants have nothing to do with the individual who works in 
those plants in North Carolina. 

Mrs. SutiivaNn. They work directly for that one processing plant ? 

Mr. Wrnrtetp. Not necessarily. We interchange them in North 
Carolina at times, if it is necessary. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. What do you know about other States? 

Mr. Winrierp. I don’t know about other States. I am familiar with 
the program we have. We have five plants under the cooperative in- 
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spection program with the United States Department of Agriculture, 
and we have a special act, a local act in connection with poultry in- 
spection. 

There are six plants under that. I head the division of markets. 
And we cooperate under the five-plant act with the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Thank you. 

Mr. Winrievp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you. 

Mr. Winrievp. Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Carpenter, of the Institute of American Poultry 
Industries, is our next witness. 

We shall be glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Carrenter. I have with me our field service director, Mr. 
Frank Wollney. 

Mr. Warts. Will you give us your full name? 

Mr. Wottney. I am Frank T. Wollney, field service director, of 
the Institute of American Poultry Industries. 


STATEMENT OF CLIFF D. CARPENTER, PRESIDENT, INSTITUTE OF 
AMERICAN POULTRY INDUSTRIES, ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK T. 
WOLLNEY, FIELD SERVICE DIRECTOR, CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. Carrenter. The institute is in full support of mandatory in- 
spection of poultry and poultry products. 

I am Cliff D. Carpenter, president of the Institute of American 
Poultry Industries, Chicago, Ill. 

I am a graduate veterinarian, in fact, the first veterinarian in the 
United States to have a private practice exclusively limited to domestic 
poultry. 

I have been associated with the poultry industry for 37 years. I 
have served as chairman of the poultry committee of the American 
Veterinary Medical Association and as chairman of the poultry disease 
committee of the United States Livestock Sanitary Association. 

The Institute of American Poultry Industries is a nonprofit organ- 
ization which was chartered by the State of Illinois nearly 32 years ago. 
Its membership includes processors and distributors of poultry 
products. 

In addition, producers, breeders, hatcherymen, and other allied in- 
terests hold membership in the institute. More than 90 percent of our 
processor members are small-business men. Many of them are family 
operations which have developed through the years and grown up with 
the industry. 

Several years ago, the institute established a study committee on 
mandatory inspection for wholesomeness. This study committee unan- 
imously recommended to the institute’s board of directors that we take 
a position in favor of mandatory inspection for wholesomeness. 

The directors adopted this recommendation unanimously, it was 
then referred to the entire membership, and at that time more than 95 
percent of the votes from members supported the directors’ recom- 
mendation. That resolution read as follows: 


The Institute of American Poultry Industries continues to encourage and sup- 
port one of its chief, original objectives, namely; the utilization of every sound 
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means to give the consumer a better product and the producer a better market. 

In furtherance of this longstanding objective of the institute, its board of 
directors and its membership favor the development and adoption of sound 
mandatory inspection for wholesomeness programs for all poultry and poultry 
products, provided such programs are paid for from Federal and State funds. 

This action in itself demonstrates the poultry industry's keen in- 
terest in assuring that only wholesome poultry reach the market in the 
interest of both the consumer and the producer. 

Compulsory poultry inspection is in the public interest. 

This committee is performing a great public service in conducting 
these hearings and framing this important legislation for the benefit 
of the entire public—the consumer, the worker, and the entire poultry 
industry. 

The institute commends the fine work of this committee and expresses 
the hope that a sound poultry inspec tion bill will be enacted into law 
during this present session of Congress. 

The work programs of the institute and its members in support of 
wholesome, high-quality products go back many, many years. 

In the early days the institute played a prominent part in helping 
the industry convert from the shipping of live poultry across the 
country to distant markets to the New York dressing type of operation. 

This advance brought to the consumer higher quality poultry. At 
that time, we still had a long way to go. Later, through still greater 
technological advances, the poultry industry moved from the New 
York dressed era to the fully eviscerated, ready-to-cook, modern type 
of operation, until today about 90 percent of our total output is fully 
eviscerated before it reaches the retail store, restaurant or other in- 
stitutional user. 

Much of this progress was made under the difficult conditions exist- 
ing during the 4 years of World War II, with its serious shortages 
in Manpower and equipment. 

During the 10 postwar years, the poultry processors of this Nation, 
on a voluntary basis, have invested an estimated half-billion dollars 
in modernizing and improving their plant facilities and operations. 

The past year the poultry industry spent more than $214 million 
for a voluntary Federal poultry inspection program, a prog am ad- 
ministered by the Poultry Division of A. M. S. under the direction 
and control of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

In fact, this industry has probably spent more than any other food 
industry in giving the consumer a wholesome product and one in which 
she can have complete confidence. 

The Institute is fortunate to have seen the inception of the USDA 
voluntary inspection program some 28 years ago. We consider this 
voluntary program a major reason for the present high consumer 
acceptanc e of processed poultry products. 

The voluntary program is now used by some 315 poultry processing 
plants. We feel that this voluntary program is a normal precursor 
to the compulsory inspection which this committee is now considering. 

As our industry changed from New York dressed operations to 
ready-to-cook proc ‘edures, poultry processors of necessity have assumed 
a major responsibility and task that formerly was undertaken in the 
consumer’s kitchen. 

The Institute has vigorously promoted awe sanitation in the proc- 
essing plant and today’s modern operation is kitchen clean, with 
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modern equipment—tile walls, cement floors, adequate drainage, venti- 
lation, lighting—and cleaning and other sanitizing procedures to 
maintain kitchen-clean facilities. 

These improvements in processing techniques, along with treme- 
dous strides made by growers, feed manufacturers, breeders and re- 
frigeration industry, have been instrumental in virtually doubling 
the per capita consumption of poultry during the past 18 years. 

The high consumer acceptance of this increased output of poultry 
products certainly indicates that the public has been getting a fine 
product, and not, as some claim, one of questionable Whiabiaeeitiabes. 

From an era of a “farmyard or sideline operation” the poultry 
industry has moved into perhaps the fastest growing major food 
enterprise in the Nation. 

Poultry products now reflect the third largest agricultural income 
in the country. Three of the ten fastest growing food items in the 
American market basket today come from the poultry industry: in 
fact, frozen and canned poultry products have become the second 
fastest growing food items in the United States. 

Sales of poultry products at the retail counter are valued at more 
than $6 billion a year. Out of every consumer’s food dollar, 10 to 1! 
cents are spent for poultry products. 

In addition to improvement work in production, procurement, and 
processing the Institute devotes a great deal of time and money to 
research connected with poultry product improvement at all levels. 

Our Institute Research Council is composed of more than fifty of 
the Nation’s leading poultry scientists, including personnel from uni- 
versities and land grant colleges and the United States Department of 
Agriculture as well as outstanding industry technologists. 

For the last 4 years, the Institute has held regional sanitation 
schools for poultry processors, and in 1952, we published our first 
sanitation guide which has been widely distributed and sought after 
not only by industry but by various Government agencies, including 
the Quartermaster General and public health officials. 

Further, it became apparent, about 5 years ago, that there was 
a serious need to coordinate our expanding, increasingly important, 
poultry marketing operations with the various health and sanitation 
requirements and regulations at Federal, State, county, and municipal 
levels. 

Conflicting regulations among different localities had already 
caused some interference with the growing movement of poultry inter- 
state, even from plants operating under USDA inspection, and both 
industry and the consumer were faced with the prospect of additional 
costly and unjustifiable trade barriers. 

At that time, the Institute urged the United States Public Health 
Service to establish, with the Institute, a liaison group, half from 
Public Health and half from industry, to study this problem. 

Our suggestion was accepted, a liaison group was formed and about 
a year ago, the United States Public Health Service published a uni- 
form Sanitation Code for poultry processing operations which could 
be used by local] officials. 

It is important to note, too, that the uniform Sanitation Code, pub- 
lished by the United States Public Health Service, was based on regu- 
lations governing poultry inspection as administered by the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 
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In considering this legislation, we think that it is of the utmost 
importance for the committee to recognize the virtual impossibility of 
foreseeing all of the problems and difficulties which may be attendant 
to the imposition of a compulsory system of Federal poultry inspec- 
tion since even such a program will not regulate all of the total 
production. 

The Institute takes a purely objective attitude concerning the 
branch within the United States Department of Agriculture to be 
selected for the administration of this act. This is a matter of ad- 
ministration and, as an administrative matter, should be left to the 
(liscretion and judgment of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

It. is our feeling, however, that with compulsory poultry inspection 
being enacted into law, the Secretary of Agriculture would want to 
avail himself of the wealth of experience which has been gained 
under 28 years of administration of the voluntary program by the 
Poultry Division of A. M.S. 

The present program now under the control of the Secretary of 
Agriculture is the poultry inspection branch, a unit under the Director 
of the Poultry Division of A. M.S. just as the Meat Inspection Branch 
is a unit under the Director of Livestock Regulatory Programs in 
A. R.S., also under the direction of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The record shows that all poultry supervisors (circuit, area, and 
national), and all inspectors in charge of plants, are qualified 
veterinarians. 

I point this out for their academic training and accumulated ex- 
perience in developing the present voluntary program should be most 
valuable to the Secretary in his development of the compulsory in- 
spection program. 

Since red meats are highly competitive with poultry and since 
poultry consumption per capita is less than one-fifth of red meat con- 
sumption, but is growing twice as fast, and since the poultry industry 
is the third ranking agricultural commodity, it is only natural and 
logical that our industry believes that compulsory inspection should 
be under its own division which has accumulated 28 years of un- 
paralleled experience in the poultry inspection field. 

This multibillion dollar industry has come of age and should have 
an inspection service which will devote its full time and attention to 
the need of the consumer and to cooperate with industry in its efforts 
to supply an abundance of top-quality, wholesome product. 

The soundness of the present poultry inspection program is further 
illustrated by the fact that the Armed Forces of the United States, 
one of the largest purchasers of food products in the world, each mem- 
ber of which consumed annually about 50 pounds of poultry products, 
or more than 50 percent over the Nation’s civilian consumption rate, 
requires that its poultry meat products originate in plants operating 
under the United States Department of Agriculture’s poultry inspec- 
tion program. 

From some quarters it has been suggested that about 25 percent of 
the food poisoning cases may be attributed to poultry and poultry 
products, leaving the impression that poultry is to blame for these 
outbreaks and that through compulsory inspection for wholesomeness, 
these food poisoning cases will be eliminated. 
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As in the case with other food products, most food poisoning cases 
result from negligence in handling the food item after processing. 

Since poultry i is such a widely used, utilitarian food, low in cost and 
high in nutritive value, and lends itself admir ably to creamed dishes, 
sandwiches and salads, it becomes the recipient of much of this adv erse 
publicity, when really it should be directed to inadequate handling in 
the kitchen or after it leaves the processor or retailer. 

If such dishes as mentioned above are not properly refrigerated or 
properly handled after cooking, illness can follow, the same as from 
other foods which are likewise mishandled. 

Further, we know of no instance where poultry has ever been seized 
because it was not wholesome at the time the United States Department 
of Agriculture inspection legend was placed on it. 

In a hearing before a House Appropriations Subcommittee, Con- 
gressman Fogarty of Rhode Island asked Mr. Larrick, Commissioner 
of the Food and Drug Administration (and I quote for the record) : 


What about these outbreaks that I have heard about, caused by eating 
chicken? Do you know anything about them? 


To this, Mr. Larrick replied, 


We haven’t been able to establish any firm cases where a person contracted 
a contagious disease from the consumption of diseased poultry. 

We support the general provisions of H. R. 514, Abernethy of Mis- 
sissippi, H.R. 767, McIntire of Maine, H. R. 1964, Miller of Maryland, 
H. R. 3052, Hoeven of Iowa, and H. R. 5463, Elliott of Alabama. 

Three of these bills, however, 514, 767 and 5463, contain certain 
additional provisions which we believe to be desirable in the interests 
of providing a sound effective compulsory poultry-inspection program 
and one which would give the consumer complete assurance of a whole- 
some product. 

The bills which we support authorize the Secretary of Agriculture 
to cooperate with State authorities in developing and carrying out a 
comprehensive program in which State participation may be ‘coordi- 
nated with the Federal program. 

Under these provisions, qualified State employees may be utilized, 
whereas the bills we oppose would prohibit cooperation with States 
and require that all inspectors be employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment, 

We oppose bills, H. R. 12, 899, 4857, 5398, 5403 and 5489 which do 
not permit or provide for cooperation with the States and utilization 
of state personnel. 

We would strongly support the provisions of those bills which 
would require that it be established that a person had knowledge of 
or permitted the violation of the act to take place before a person 
could be convinced of a crime and the imposition of the severe pen- 
alties which are authorized by these bills. 

Under these bills, a second violation is made a felony and there- 
fore put in the most serious category of crimes. Under those cireum- 
stances, we do not believe it is too great a burden to place upon the 
Government the burden of proving guilt. 

We vigorously urge the adoption ‘of the provisions contained in 3877, 
514, 767, 1964, 3052, 5398, 5403, 5463, and 5489, which would require 
the Secretary of Agriculture to grant a hearing before any violation 
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is reported to the United States Attorney for institution of criminal 
proceedings and which would not require the Secretary to report any 
violations for prosecution, whenever he is satisfied that the public 
interest would be served and adequate compliance obtained by suitably 
written notice or warning. 

The poultry industry, as you realize, is unique in many ways. For 
one not versed on the industr y it may seem strange that in some plants 
only New York dressed operations are performed—with the eviscera- 
tion completed in another plant. 

The installation of complete evisceration equipment is costly and 
requires a sizable volume to realize a fair return on investment. 

Therefore, an eviscerating plant may handle the output of several 
small plants performing the New York dressed operations only. 

We feel the movement of New York dressed Cee should be 
permitted under controlled conditions. These bills, H. 377, 514, 
767, 1964, 3052 and 5463, would permit the movement of ‘New York 
dressed poultry between official establishments for further processing. 

We believe it is of the utmost importance that the effective date of 
legislation be one whereby an orderly movement into the program 
will be realized. 

Further, the United States Department of Agriculture will need 
time to recruit and train the additional personnel required for such 
a compulsory program and to promulgate the necessary regulations 
for such an inspection program and to allow industry time to acquaint 
itself with the regulations pertaining thereto. 

Therefore, we support those bills providing for an effective date of 
January 1, 1958, with a mandatory date of July 1, 1958. 

Of course, we believe it would be desirable to provide for the neces- 
sary appropriations essential to getting the administrative details in- 
volving the promulgation of regul: ations, recruiting, and training in- 
spec tors and other personnel, undery yay at an early date. 

Since the benefits of inspection are for the public generally, the cost 
of such inspection should be paid for from appropriated funds, the 
same as red meat inspection. 

Further, we are in accord with the recommendation of the Depart- 
ment that overtime work performed at the request of the processor 
and for his convenience, should be paid for by the processor. Such 
payments should be made, of course, to the Department. 

At yesterday’s hearing the question was raised as to the value of ante 
mortem inspection. The impression may have been gained by this 
committee that it would be necessary to have some form of ante mortem 
inspection at all times. We do not believe that there is a valid basis 
for such a position. 

There is no valid evidence to support the conclusion that there 
should be mandatory ante mortem inspection of all poultry at all 
times. 

There is not even agreement on what ante mortem inspection would 
include. 

Obviously, such type of inspection should necessarily vary as con- 
ditions warrant. We should not let ourselves become confused by 
terminology and run the risk of imposing unnecessary and costly pro- 
cedures which are not needed for the production of wholesome poul- 
try products. 
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We believe that the Secretary should have full authority to conduct 
whatever inspection is needed for the production of wholesome prod- 
ucts but that he should not mandatorily be required to carry out opera- 
tions of unproved value. 

We ask for enactment of legislation along the lines proposed in 
H. R. 514, 767, and 5463. We thank this committee for the opportunity 
to present our views on this subject. 

Mr. Warts. We thank you for this excellently prepared statement. 
You have gone into great detail and it is very thorough. 

Were you here yesterday when the Department testified ? 

Mr. Carpenter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. On H.R. 377? 

Mr. Carpenter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. Have you had an opportunity to examine the draft 
that they prepared at our request incorporating the suggested changes 
in H. R. 377 that were made yesterday ? 

Mr. Carpenter. Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, I have just returned 
from Europe. I have not had such an opportunity. Mr. Wollney 
may have had such an opportunity. He may be able to answer your 
question. 

Mr. Watts. Have you had such an opportunity ? 

Mr. Wottney. I did not have an opportunity to review that in de- 
tail, sir. However, I am sure our position would be one that if those 
amendments are in line with those proposed in H. R. 514, and H. R. 
767 and Mr. Elliott’s proposal, I know we find ourselves in complete 
agreement. 
| ; Mr. Warts. Did you hear the amendments as they were read yester- 

ay ? 
r. Wottnery. Yes, sir. We did hear those. We were in and out 
of the room at times, so we did not hear all of them. 

Mr. Warrs. It is not fair then to ask you that question. As I under- 
stand your position, Mr. Carpenter, you have no objection to the Secre- 
tary having the authority, if he needs it, to make an ante mortem 
inspection ? 

Mr. Carpenter. We believe in that thoroughly. 

Mr. Warts. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Carpenter, if you will refer to page 11 of your 
statement, sir, I was wondering if I have the correct interpretation 
from your second paragraph. 

You made reference to these bills, and included in them is H. R. 767 
which I introduced. 

And I wonder if I have the interpretation correctly of the second 
paragraph that you support the idea of the word “knowingly” there 7 

Mr. Carpenter. That is our position. 

Mr. McIntire. That is not included in the bill which I introduced. 
And I just want to make sure that we have your interpretation of that. 

Mr. Carpenter. Yes, sir. We feel in such a case it carries a severe 
penalty and the second conviction of which would be a felony, that it 
is not an unfair burden to place upon the Government to prove know]- 
edge of the crime or permission for its act to occur. 

So we do prefer the words “knowingly” and/or “willfully” in such 
a bill. 

Mr. McIntire. You favor the inclusion of such ? 
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Mr. Carpenter. Yes. 

Mr. AperNeETHY. I note that the Department has supplied this morn- 
ing, I assume, a copy of H. R. 377 showing the amendments which it 
desires. 

My question is this: Has this copy been distributed to the witnesses 
who are here this morning of the industry and others who might deter- 
mine whether or not these amendments are in line with their views? 

Mr. Warts. I doubt seriously if it has. I think we have sufficient 
coples—— 

Mrs. Downey (the clerk). Yes, we have. 

Mr. Warts. To give the various representatives a copy. 

Mr. Anernetuy. And if they had had an opportunity to examine 
this, I wanted to know about that. It may be that they are entirely 
together on the subject. 

Mr. Jonnson. I would like to request that you examine the proposed 
bill by the Department and put a supplementary statement into the 
record on the Department’s final recommendations. 

Mr. Carrenter. We will be pleased to do that. 

(The supplemental statement is as follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF INSTITUTE OF AMERICAN POULTRY INDUSTRIES, 
cure 


CHICAGO, ILL., RELATIVE TO H. R. 377 


The following comments have reference to the document presented to the 
subcommittee by representatives of the Department of Agriculture during the 
hearing and entitled “Comparative Print of H. R. 377 Showing Amendments 
Recommended by the Department of Agriculture.” 

1. On page 2, line 13, and elsewhere throughout the bill provision is made for 
the Secretary of Agriculture to designate intrastate ‘cities or areas.” The 
Institute believes that a more desirable term of reference would be “major 
consuming area,” the term used in H. R. 767 and H. R. 5463. 

2. Section 4 of the bill, giving the Secretary authority to designate, should 
contain a provision that exercise of the authority is contingent upon application 
having first been made by an appropriate State or local official or by an appro- 
priate poultry industry group. The Institute prefers the language used in 
section 5 of H. R. 767 and H. R. 5463. 

3. Lines 19 through 21 on page 3 in section 5 of the bill would seem to man- 
datorily require the Secretary to make both an ante mortem and a post mortem 
inspection of all poultry. The Institute is of the view that the manner and 
scope of inspection can best be determined by the Secretary and therefore prefers 
the language used in section 6 (a) of H. R. 514 and similar bills. 

4. The Institute has no objection to the Department’s recommendation that 
the words, “unfit for human consumption,” should be substituted for the words, 
“unwholesome or adulterated” in line 26 on page 3 in section 5 of the bill. 

5. In section 7 of the bill relating to labeling, the Institute is in agreement 
with the Department’s recommended changes in lines 2 through 7 on page 5. 

6. In section 8 of the bill relating to prohibited acts, the Institute is in agree- 
ment with the Department’s recommended changes in lines 5 and 6 on page 7, 
but is in opposition to the proposed deletion of the word “knowingly” in lines 
11, 16, 18, and 25 on page 7 and in line 2 on page 8. In this connection reference 
is made to the fact that this committee and the Congress in considering similar 
legislation (Public Law 272, 84th Cong.) inserted the word “knowingly” in 
providing penalties for counterfeiting, issuing, altering, forging, or simulating 
official inspection certificates of the Department of Agriculture. 

7. In section 12 of the bill relating to penalties, the Institute is of the view 
for the reason stated above that the word “knowingly” should be inserted between 
the words “Who” and “violates” in line 3 on page 10. 

The Institute is also of the view that a provision exempting carriers, similar 
to that contained in section 13 of H. R. 514, H. R. 767, and H. R. 5463, should be 
inserted following the sentence which ends on line 11 of page 10. The omission 
of this exemption will cause carriers to incur the expense of inspection or other 
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assurance that no violation of the act has been committed, which expense will 
be reflected in rates. 

8. In section 15 of the bill relating to exemptions, the Institute is in agreement 
with the Department’s recommended amendment beginning at line 22 on page 
12 and ending at line 10 on page 13. The Institute is of the view, however, that 
the words “with respect to any person nor with respect to any product proc- 
essed” should be inserted after the word “effect in line 10 on page 13. This 
amendment would make it clear that any product processed by an exempt person 
up to July 1, 1960, will be permitted to be marketed in interstate commerce. 

9. The Institute agrees with the Department’s recommendation that the word 
‘“unhealthful” is a more appropriate word than “unhealthy” in section 17, page 
14, line 4. 

10. With respect to section 19 of the bill relating to cost of inspection (pp. 
15 and 16), the Institute prefers the language of section 20 of H. R. 514, H. R. 
767, and H. R. 5463. An efficient operation is likely to require work on holidays 
and holidays differ in different localities. Under such circumstances uniformity 
of cost will be achieved by providing that the cost of inspection will be at Gov- 
ernment expense except the cost of overtime work performed at the request of 
the processor. 

11. With respect to section 22 of the bill relating to definitions, the Institute 
has no objection to the recommended amendments of the Department on page 
17, line 4; page 19, lines 3 through 8; and page 20, lines 4 through 16. 

12. With respect to section 23 of the bill relating to effective date (pp. 20 and 
21), the Institute is in agreement with the Department’s desire that from and 
after date of enactment it should have funds available for expenditures neces- 
sary to prepare to administer the act. It is the further view of the Institute, 
however, that no person should be permitted to voluntarily come under the pro- 
visions of the act before January 1, 1958. This result can be achieved by sub- 
stituting the words “as hereinafter provided” for the words “in accordance 
with the provisions of this act” in line 22 on page 20, and by substituting the 
words “after December 31, 1957,” for the words “prior to July 1, 1958,” in line 
2 on page 21. 


Mr. Anrvso. I gather from your testimony that you are in accord 
with those bills largely suppor ted by industry ; is that correct / 

Mr. Carpenrrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anruso. Do you not think that it is important that you gain 
the confidence of the public ? 

Mr. Carpenter. By all means, sir. 

Mr. Anruso. Do you not think for that reason that you should 
examine some of the bills which have been recommended here which 
give protection to the consumers / 

In that way you would win over confidence for the things that you 
yourself are trying to accomplish / 

Mr. Carpenter. Mr. Anfuso, in our tesimony here today we have 
mentioned the tremendous growth, the improvements that have been 
made in our product, through breeding and management and better 
processing, better packaging, the fact that supermarkets today feature 
poultry by linear feet rather than a few birds tossed into the cage a- 
in previous years, seemingly would indicate that we have gained a 
tremendous confidence on the part of the consumers in our ‘product. 

We feel that the exemplary service that has been exhibited by 29 
years now of voluntary inspection and the great amount of experience 
they have had in producing the service th: at is required (a) to protect 
the consumer and (db) to be concerned with industry speaks prett, 
well for it. 

It is our sincere belief, sir, that the service as directed by or dictated 
or decided upon by the Secretary of Agriculture will suit our industry 
as to the place in his housekeeping that he decides to place the 
responsibility of this bill. 
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Mr. Anruso. Do you think that this kind of statement is apt to win 
the confidence of the consumer, no disease known to be transmitted by 
the eating of poultry, when, as a matter of fact, poultry pathologists 
have found 26 such diseases to be transmissible from poultry to man? 

Mr. Carrenter. It must be apparent at once, sir, that one of the 
few statements is not scientifically accurate. Is that correct / 

I don’t mean to quiz you on that. 

Mr. Anruso. I am only quoting. 

Mr. Carpenter. Out of the 26 so-called listed diseases, it is apparent 
that they are not factors in the public health, period. 

I understand that the publication in which that appeared is no 
longer in print, that it caused the raising of eyebrows among scientists 
throughout the Nation as to its accuracy, sir. 

We could, of course, discuss individual disease conditions that may 
be. For example, I will give you one particular, for instance, of it, 
4 out of the 26 diseases, one called New Castle. 

It is an occupational disease. A laboratory worker may get some of 
the virus working with the pure virus in the laboratory into his eye and 
develop an ophth: mia which would be called transmission of disease 
from chicken to man, would it not ? 

But it is not an economic problem. It does not involve the con- 
sumer, sir. It isan occupational hazard. 

Mr. Anruso. Do you question anything which the United States 
Public Health Service puts out, any of their monthly reports ? 

Mr. Carpenter. No, sir, 

Mr, Anrvuso. Isn’t it a fact that in one of these reports giving a 
summary of January 17, 1957, a case of food poisoning involving 
six hundred fifty-odd out of 955 schoolchildren were present in Ken- 
tucky and reported. 

Mr. Carrenter. Mr. Anfuso, I have not read that in detail. Fre- 
quently those cases as reported do not disclose scientifically whether 
the organism came from the product or came from some mishandling. 
I think that was a case of parachroma. I think I heard it re ferred 
to this morning and in that case parachroma is not considered, or 
is not accepted as a disease of turkeys, transmissible to man, per se. 

Where the organism came from, I would not know without a com- 
plete study, of course, sir, but it would be other than the turkeys 
themselves, or it could be possibly that the turkeys became infected 
in handling after processing. 

The point I would like to establish, if I am not delaying the discus- 
sion, sir, is this, that mandatory inspection for wholesomeness, whether 
it be ante mortem inspection or post mortem or a combination of both 
inspections would do little to prevent such an occurrence. 

It might happen in another food product. It happens all of the 
time in other food products. 

Mr. Anruso. Excuse me right there. 

Mr. Carpenter. Yes. 

Mr. Anruso. Assuming that to be the case, you heard the gentle- 
men from the Department of Agriculture testify yesterday that they 
do have ante mortem examination; is that correct? 

Mr. Carpenter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anruso. And what. they object to is the word “mandatory.” 
Do you not think that would gain you the confidence of the public, to 








ee ee 


82 INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


have it said that there should be an ante mortem inspection but leave 
it entirely to the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture as to how 
that should be conducted ? 

Mr. Carrenter. He has the same discretion, sir, under red meat. 

Mr. Anrvso. What you say may be absolutely true; but, neverthe- 
less, these articles appear and they raise a lack of confidence on the 
part of the consuming public, And I think if you were to meet 
them halfway in the phraseology of i bills, I think you would get 
the cooperation of the Department of Agr iculture. 

And you certainly would get the cooperation of this Congress. 

1 would like to ask you another question. 

The question has been asked here and I would like to repeat the 
question, because it comes from one of our distinguished Members 
of Congress, Mrs. Sullivan. 

Mr. Warrs. She was here for a while. 

Mr. Anruso. She could not remain. She asked this question. [ 
hope you will give a correct answer. 

Would not a mandatory ante mortem inspection be helpful to the 
producers, since it would pinpoint the disease in flocks shortly after 
the outbreak of the illness instead of letting it continue and ravish 
the flock? 

Mr. Carpenter. That could be debated scientifically, economically, 
and otherwise, public-health-wise, possibly even, but from the stand- 
point of its economical value it would cost untold sums of money to 
do that job. 

Secondly, it would require untold numbers which is, of course, much 
of the cost, that is of Government employees, to conduct that, if it 
were a mandatory thing. 

We do not know what may happen tomorrow. Something new 
may come up on the horizon that may require under certain circum- 
stances that we give an individual flock or an individual group of 
flocks in a given area that kind of expert attention. 

It is our position, sir, that the Secretary in his wisdom and in his 
scientific knowledge and with the years of training and experience in 
the Department personnel, that they be permitted to employ such ante 
mortem inspection as the situation warrants, sir. We do not oppose 
ante mortem inspection. 

Mr. Anrvuso. You donot? 

Mr. Carpenter. No. We do oppose mandatorily having to inspect 
every bird, bird by bird, whether there is any reason to or not. 

Mr. Anrvuso. Would you support legislation which would say that 
there could be a mandatory examination, but you would leave it en- 
tirely within the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture as to how 
that inspection should be carried out ? 

Mr. Carpenter. In giving you the answer, “No,” I would say it is 
a fine point of distinction again of just what is ante mortem inspec- 
tion. We have not yet had a definition of it. 

Mr. Anrvuso. It is a fine point here which I am trying to bring out, 
perhaps, in a very poor way, because I do not claim myself to be an 
expert in this field. I am not a farmer, as you know, but I happen to 
be a consumer. 

I think if you could start to win over their confidence, it would help. 
For instance, you give the argument that this would cost a certain 
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amount of money. I do not think that is an argument when com- 
pared to the lives that could be saved by the proposal legislation. 

I think that the question of cost would be looked upon favorably by 
the consuming public which after all does pay the bills. 

Mr. Carrenter. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Anruso. I just want to add one more question. I think there is 
considerable objection to the word “knowingly.” 

Do you have any objection to that word being taken out? 

Mr. Carpenter. Yes, sir. As I answered Congressman McIntire, 
I would give you the same answer, sir, that in the case in which the sec- 
ond conviction would make it a felony we feel that it is not asking 
or placing too big a burden on the Government to prove the “knowing” 
or “willful” violation of such an act. 

Mr. Anruso. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warrs. Any further questions? 

If not, thank you very much. 

Mr. Carpenter. Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. You will give us a further statement with reference to 
that ? 

Mr. Carpenter. We will. 

Mr. Cootry. I should like to ask 1 or 2 questions. 

In this cooperative program through the Federal and State Govern- 
ments, is it your suggestion that the Secretary of Agriculture will re- 
cruit and train these inspectors throughout the country or permit the 
Commissioners of Agriculture of the several States to assist in that 
selection ? 

Mr. Carpenter. I would imagine as an administrative procedure 
that would have to be a matter that would have to be judged and 
worked out between the Secretary and the various secretaries of agri- 
culture in the various States. 

I do not feel qualified to discuss that, sir. 

Mr. Cootey. As a practical proposition, it seems to me that my own 
commissioner of agriculture and the experts who work with him 
should have some authority or some voice in the selection of the in- 
spectors who are going to carry on the work. 

Mr. Carpenter. It is our feeling that some such program should be 
and can be worked out, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cootry. Thank you. 

Is there anyone connected officially with your organization who is 
in favor of putting poultry inspection in the red-meat, section ? 

Mr. Carpenter. Not tomy knowledge. 

Mr. Cootry. Who is advocating putting it in the red-meat section ¢ 

Mr. Carpenter. Well, sir, I would not be the best witness to answer 
that. 

Mr. Cootry. I have heard the suggestion that the poultry people 
did not like the suggestion or the idea of putting it in the red-meat 
section. 

I understand that you agree that it should be put in that section. 

Mr. Carpenter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Coorry. That is all. 

Mr. Warts. Let me clarify something that I misunderstood here. 

T understood you to say that if the Secretary of Agriculture saw fit 
to put it there—— 
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Mr. Carpenter. We will give full cooperation. 
Mr. Warts. That you would go along with that. k 
Mr. Carpenter. We will give him full cooperation, if he decides that. Q 
Mr. Warrs. If he thinks that is where it should be. 1 


_ Mr. Cootry. Why should you leave it up to him? You think it is 
important enough to justify keeping it away from other meat products 
that are competitive with poultry ? 

Mr. Carpenter. If I am not taking too much time I would like to 
speak to that point by making this statement. 

Having lived in the poultry industry, the only product or subject I 
know anything about, in 37 years of professional life, I have seen it 
come from the true barnyard operation to one of America’s most ac- 
cepted, highly desired, at budget prices, too, incidentally. 

It is a product, an area of effort in our great system of agriculture 
in this country that should have its own mechanism by complete repre- 
sentation in our form of government. 

It is highly competitive with meat products. You will recall per- 
haps my testimony that the rate of increase in per capita consumption 
of poultry meat is twice as fast as red meat. 

We are still a growing urchin. We have come of age. There are 
many new innovations ahead. 

Last year at our factfinding conference, we had a very highly quali- 
fied professional speaker who spoke of and demonstrated fifty-some 
products made from poultry and eggs, many of which have not yet come 
to the market. 

We are entering an era of convenient items with some millions of our 
housewives and young ladies working who must be able to pop some- 
thing into the oven in a few minutes. 

Our chicken pies are an excellent example of that. In 1952 there 
was 100,000 chicken pies manufactured or processed. And within 2 
years we were processing over 50 million chicken pies. That is within 
2 years. 

Any industry that develops that rapidly out of a brandnew field, 
or a new era of experience is bound to have problems associated with 
its processing, its production techniques, and other things that should 
be given treatment through the eyes of the poultry industry and poul- 
try authorities rather than being through the eyes of a highly competi- 
tive product. 

We are very proud of our poultry industry. We are very pround 
of the gains we have made. 

Mr. Cootey. Why don’t we insist on keeping it separate and apart 
from the red meat section ? 

Mr. Carpenter. I would not wish to direct the desires of your com- 
mittee, but if you should, that will please us. 

Mr. Cootry. You are speaking for a great organization. 

Mr. Carpenter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Coorry. You are representing the views of the people who are 
within it? 

Mr. CarPenTER. Yes. 

Mr. Cootry. You are here not only in the producing but the con- 
sumer end—you are preparing the poultry for such consumption. 

I will not argue any more. 


an i. in 
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Mr. Carpenter. I would only add, in deference to good house- 
keeping, and the reorganization of the Department of “Agriculture 
approv ed by Congress ‘a few years ago, that administrative details in- 
volving housekeeping be left to the Secretar V. 

We feel we should abide by that. 

Mr. Warts. Your position then, I think we are all in agreement 
is that it should not be specified, but whether or not the Secretar y wants 
to put it in the Marketing Service or Research Service or as a separate 
division of its own you have no objection to that—whatever he does 
is satisfactory to you? 

Mr. Carpenter. We would still remain on the statement, Mr. Chair- 
man, what the Secretary decides we will support fully. 

Mr. Cootey. You are still in favor of the separation ? 

Mr. Carrenter. Westill feel so. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you. 

Mr. Carpenter. Thank you. 

Mr. Drxon. Has the work of the Department under this voluntary 
program been quite satisfactory to industry ? 

Mr. CARPENTER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dixon. That is why you would rather leave it to the discretion 
of the Secretary ? 

Mr. Carpenter. In making that comment we feel that fundamen- 
tally because we feel it has been highly acceptable and satisfactory to 
the consumers. 

It would not be satisfactory to us if it was not satisfactory to the 
consumer. He must be the boss. 

Mr. Drxon. Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Clayton Osgood of the Department of Agriculture 
of the State of Maine. 

Would you come around, sir ? 

I would like my good friend and valued colleague, one of the 
finest Congressmen, to have the privilege of introducing his con- 
stituent. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, when there was discussion of this 
legislation at prior hearings it was felt that this agreement on poultry 
inspection under Federal-State agreement would be of interest to 
members of the committee, and I stated that we have such an agree- 
ment in being. 

It was stated that it would be of interest to have before the com- 
mittee someone familiar with that type of arrangement to appear as 
a witness at this hearing. 

And I am very happy to introduce to the committee Mr. Clayton 
Osgood of the Dep: irtment of Agriculture of the State of Maine. 

Mr. Osgood is experienced in regulatory work of both dairy and 
poultry handling and processing. Mr. Osgood, we are very happy to 
have you with us. 

rm? ° a“ ‘ . 

[his committee would be interested to know something of the 
arrangement which now is existing in Maine under Federal-State 
work in the Department of Agriculture with relation to poultry proc- 
essing in that State. 

Mr. Warts. We will be delighted to hear from you on that subject. 
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STATEMENT OF CLAYTON OSGOOD, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AUGUSTA, MAINE 


Mr. Oscoop. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
very glad to be here. If I can tell you about our system I will. 

The Maine Department of Agriculture did for some period of time 
supply the poultry inspection service, consisting of a post mortem 
examination for wholesomeness by veterinary and lay inspectors. 

This service has been active in six plants at various periods and 
involves the AMS standards in judgment for wholesomeness. 

In planning for the future, the commissioner of agriculture desired 
an expression as to what was needed to best serve the consumer and the 
poultry industry. 

And as a result of several conferences with the Department and 
industry representatives, the consensus was that the marketing of the 
product would be enhanced by qualifying for the use of the United 
States Department of Agriculture inspection for wholesomeness leg- 
end with all of the attendant purposes and acceptance of such labeled 
product. 

It was further agreed that whereas the State was presently doing 
the inspection and had a sound nucleus of inspection personnel and 
supervision, that consolidation of the State service with the Federal 
service would be advantageous to all. 

Consequently, the State department of agriculture at the request 
of the poultry processors negotiated with the Agricultural Marketing 
Service to inaugurate a Federal-State inspection service as provided 
for in the Federal regulations for poultry inspection. 

Such agreement went into effect May 21, 1956. Under this coop- 
erative agreement, all inspection service which is provided is techni- 
cally and administratively supervised by the Agricultural Marketing 
Service in Washington. 

It is the responsibility of the Federal agency to determine that the 
services rendered pursuant to the cooperative agreement under the 
regulations are conducted in a satisfactory manner and that the actual 
post mortem inspection of the poultry is adequate and that uniform 
procedures and policies are followed in all plants in accordance with 
Federal regulations. 

Within the States immediately the immediate responsibility for ac- 
tivities and direct supervision is under a Federal-State supervisor. 
This supervisor is a State employee, responsible as a Federal employee 
while supervising the program. 

The State agency collects all fees from the processors for the service 
and assumes the responsibility for the recruitment and employment of 
State inspectors. His hours and work and salaries are fixed and paid 
for by the State agency. 

The charges paid to the industry are $1.50 per thousand pounds of 
poultry eviscerated and 20 cents per thousand pounds is collected for 
the Federal agency. 

This amount collected for the Federal agency is used to cover ad- 
ministrative costs of that agency, as well as the cost incurred by the 
Federal agency for supervision above the State level. 

The amount collected for the State agency is used to pay all State 
employees, administration costs, and expenses of the program incur- 
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red by the States, as well as salaries of Federal employed State super- 
visors, or other Federal inspectors employed in the States. 

The agreement between the States and the processor provides that 
inspection service that is the Department of Agriculture, by adequate 
inspection, see that poultry processed in the establishment is in con- 
formity with the food laws of the State and Maine and the United 
States Department of Agriculture regulations governing the inspec- 
tion of ready-to-cook poultry and edible products thereof, and suthee! 
izes the company to mark or label the ready-to-cook poultry and edible 
products thereof and its containers with a statement certifying the 
product has been inspected for wholesomeness in accordance with 
the Federal regulation. 

The details of the procedure methods followed and regulations used 
in the conduct of this work, are those employed by the Federal agency, 
inspection work is conducted in accordance with the official rules and 
regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture and instructions as he 
may issue. 

Inspectors engaged in this work are State employees licensed by the 
Federal agency. 

Actually this program is the same in every detail as the straight 
Federal inspection. The processor wishing to have voluntary inspec- 
tion makes application to Washington for a survey. This is made by 
a Federal supervisor from the Washington or the area office. 

Next blueprints of the plant are submitted to Agricultural Market- 
ing Service for approval, likewise samples of labels are submitted 
and these must be approved. 

When the processor has fully complied, he then signs a State agree- 
ment in which he agrees to comply with all Federal and State regu- 
lations and to pay the fee as set forth in the agreement. 

Personnel now is assigned to the plant. This consists of a veteri- 
narian, and sufficient number of lay inspectors to do the work prop- 
erly. 

The veterinarian is not only responsible for the product which is 
processed but he also is responsible that all sanitary requirements 
and conditions in the plant as well as complete plant operation. 

All veterinarians or lay inspectors are licensed by the Agricultura] 
Marketing Service at the end of the training period during which 
time they are working under the careful supervision of a plant super- 
visor or the State veterinary supervisor. 

And when they have qualified they are issued a license by the 
Agricultural Marketing Service the same as the regular Federal 
employee. 

Each and every bird is carefully examined on the line during evis- 
cerating and any found to be diseased, unwholesome, or otherwise unfit 
for human consumption are condemned and destroyed under the di- 
rection of the supervisor. 

The inspectors are in the plant at all times and supervise until the 
poultry or poultry products have been packed and labeled. We do 
differ a little in that respect, I think, some from the Federal inspection 
setup in that we are working under our main food law which requires 
ach plant to comply in every way with it relative to unwholesome 


foods. 
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I think under the Federal setup they may inspect a certain portion 
of the product going through or that pack which is labeled. 

I think this is important because it is a step which our processors 
have taken which I do not think is widespread. That is, we told them 
that if we did go into the plant under this agreement that we would 
inspect all poultry whether or not it is labeled. 

Thinking that the consumer is not interested in whether the prod- 
uct is labeled or not—they want it to be wholesome. 

Federal supervision consists of periodic inspections of the plant, 
and their operations by a Federal area supervisor, who travels around 
the plant in company with our State-Federal supervisor. 

All corrections are noted and the supervisor gives these prompt at- 
tention and requires compliance with them as soon as possible. 

The State supervisor visits the plant very often, once and many 
times, and quite often several times a week. Frequently, supervisors 
are called upon and do spend a whole day in the plant, that is, if a 
veterinarian is out sick or away from his work from necessity the 
supervisor can take over, and this, I think, is a valuable help in that 
it gives him more practical experience in the plant than many super- 
visors would otherwise get. 

I believe that our headquarters in connection with supervision, I 
might. say, are only an hour’s drive from any one plant. So that the 
operator may call and he has got attention immediately, usually within 
a very short period of time, as you can appreciate. 

This the operators like, and this, I think, helps our program to a 
great extent for I believe that supervision is the keynote to good and 
uniform inspection. 

And we are doing everything to supply a maximum of it, and I 
think the suceess of our program can be attributed to this constant 
inspection. 

And as a matter of record I might say that we are now currently 
inspecting in 5 modern plants handling approximately 9 million 
pounds of product a month. 

We have a staff of 7 veterinarians and 22 lay inspectors. The proc- 
essors seem to like this setup very much, and I think they would like, 
too, if they should some time in the future continue this, maybe, as 
it is done at the present time. 

Mr. Warts. We thank you very much for that fine statement. 

One question I would like to ask you. 

I don’t know whether you have had an opportunity to examine 
H. R. 377. 

Under section 18, subsection (b), it reads as follows: 

The Secretary may cooperate with other branches of Government and with 
State agencies and may conduct such examinations, investigations and inspections 
as he determines practicable through any officer or employee of the State com- 
missioned by the Secretary for such purpose. 

My question is this: Do you think that language is sufficient to car- 
ry on the type of cooperation that you have heretofore had with the 
Department of Agriculture in the inspection of poultry ? 

Mr. Oscoop. I hope that it is, but I am not acquainted well enough 
with the policy to be able to determine that. 

I listened with interest to the discussion yesterday, and it did ap- 
pear to me that that language had that intent in it which I hope is the 
case, 
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Mr. Warts. Would you object to examining that language a little 
closely for the benefit of the committee ? 

Mr. Oscoop. No, sir. 

Mr. Warts. And make suggestions with reference to it ? 

Mr. Oseoop. I will be glad to look into it. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, under this Federal-State agreement 
which operates in Maine, do | understand correctly that the full cost 
of the inspection service is borne by the processor / 

Mr. Oseoop. That is correct. 

Mr. McIntire. And the rates which you gave there are the rates 
which cover those costs ? 

Mr. Oseoop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McIntire. Ona thousand pound basis? 

Mr. Osgoop. We have, I think, the only system I know of that does 
exist that way. I think other Federal-State agreements for grading or 
carrying out on a basis of paying the processor or paying ‘the s salary 
of the employees is a markup of so much for overhead. 

It entails quite a lot of bookkeeping, we thought, and our processors 
have gone along on this system of $1.50 per thousand pounds of poultry 
processed. 

And they seem to be satisfied that that works out very well. 

Mr. McInvire. Do you have any figure as to what the total cost to 
the processor is at the present time in Maine, that is the processors 
operating there. 

Mr. Oscoop. I think we have 100 million pounds of poultry inspected 
in a year and that would be $150,000, plus $20,000 more which is sent 
to the Agricultural Marketing Service here in Washington, that 
would be $170,000. 

Mr. McIntire. On the legislation that is before us, the Federal 
Government would carry this cost. 

Is it your thought that this legislation should provide sufficient 
latitude that it would be possible for States to enter into Federal-State 
agreements operating much the same as in Maine, or have it handled 
strictly by the Federal Government ? 

It is your thought that the legislation should provide the frame- 
work within which either course could be taken, that is on the basis 
of what could be greed upon between the States and the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. Oscoon. I think the legislation should provide for that so that 
that service might be available. Yes, I certainly do believe that the 
language should definitely provide that. 

Mr. McIntire. And in working out an agreement then it is the 
responsibility of the Secretary to provide and insist upon the 
inspection. 

But your experience with this Federal-State agreement is such thut 
the processors are working with it rather smoothly, and at least there 
should be the area of option you might say in the legislation ? 

Mr. Oscoop. I would like to have it ‘that way. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. At that point, you would agree, though, that the 
Secretary should have the control so that you would have uniform 
inspection all over the United States, so that the States could not give 
one inspection in one State and another in another. 
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Mr. Oscoop. I would absolutely agree with that, because we did 
have State inspection and we found that when we went out in the 
inarkets with a product with the State inspection it did not mean 
sufficient to the trade, the consumers; that some States had one system 
and some another system. , 

We did work and get our State inspection regulations and rules as 
near as we could to comply with the Federal. There were different 
things which we did not have. 

But in every sense of the word we try to copy after them and put 
them into effect. But I do believe that it is very essential to have this 
supervision come from here and be all over the country, because the 
uniformity in my opinion is the keynote to any successful program. 

Mr. Jounson. You can imagine the situation where you did not 
have that where one State would be very lax and another one would 
in effect be very strict and you would not be getting the same kind of 
product from one State as you would from another State. 

Mr. Oscoop. That is what we have here. It is that we have these 
men come from Washington and they just simply are overseeing our 
work. We do this with the Public Health Service. We have a pro- 
— with them on sanitation which is practically the same thing as 
this. 

We worked that successfully for years. They certify through their 
organization and publish a monthly list showing, shocking houses, 
and the different officials can see that the food is inspected. We are 
familiar with this program. 

Mr. Warts. As I understand your position then, the Department 
of Agriculture could set the rules of the game and the States should 
be permitted to help them out ? 

Mr. Oscoop. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you, sir. We certainly like your paper. 

Mr. Oseoop. Thank you. 

Mr. Warrs. We will next call Mr. Harold Klahold. 

Mr. Klahold is with the Northern Poultry Producers Council. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD P. KLAHOLD, PRESIDENT, NORTHEASTERN 
POULTRY PRODUCERS COUNCIL, TRENTON, N. J.; ACCOMPANIED 
BY DR. ALFRED VAN WAGENEN 


Mr. Kianorp. I have Dr. Wagenen with me who is our managing 
director. 

Mr. Warts. Do you have a prepared statement, sir? 

Mr. Kuanorp. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, my name is Harold P. Klahold. I am president of the North- 
eastern Poultry Producers Council with headquarters at 10 Rutgers 
Place, Trenton, N. J. 

Mv own business is the production of broilers and general farming 
at Preston, Md., on the Del-Mar-Va Peninsula. We normally have 
approximately 200,000 birds growing at any one time, mostly on our 
own 3 farms, with some contracted. 

The farms produce chiefly corn, soybeans, and barley in addition to 
broilers. We do not hatch our own chicks, nor process the finished 
birds, but do have a small feed mill. 

The council, of which T am currently president, known as NEPPCO. 
has been instrumental in furthering the interests and representing 
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the opinions of the approximately 40,000 poultrymen and allied 
oultry industrymen of the 14 Northeastern States, from Maine to and 
including Ohio, West Virginia, and Virginia, since 1931. 

This council and its membership have been and are firmly on record 
in favor of mandatory Federal inspection of poultry in interstate 
commerce. At the present time, practical legislation to accomplish 
this would be beneficial to all segments of the people of the country. 

Confidence in the wholesomeness of our products would be of benefit 
to consumers, producers, and the industry. 

Legislation to accomplish this end should be enacted immediately. 
We believe such legislation should provide: : 

1. An adequate inspection service under the direction of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, with sufficient flexibility that the service can be 
readily adapted to the wide variety of operations now in existence 
or which may be developed in the future within the industry. 

It should permit the immediate application of qualified research 
results on the control of health influencing factors as well as operating 
procedures. 

2. Recognition of the rights of the small-business man and producer. 
There are many producers and small processing plants, particularly 
in the Northeast, who do an adequate job of sanitation and production 
of a wholesome product who must not be forced out of business by 
cumbersome rules and costs that would be economical only to a large 
mechanized operation. 

Provision to adequately service this group must be provided. 

3. A service integrated into the present services to the poultry in- 
dustry by the United States Department of Agriculture. The size of 
the industry and the complexity of its problems are distinct and often 
unique. The service must not be administratively subordinated to 
any similar services now offered for other products. 

4. Public appropriation for its support, since this service is for the 
protection of the public; consumer, worker, producer, and other poul- 
try industry men. 

5. Provision for the recognition of, and participation by, State 
authorities in rendering this service so that a complete and uniform 
program can be rendered throughout the country. 

This industry has experienced the trials and frustrations of having 
its governmental relations tied administratively to the coattails of 
another. it has only been in the recent memory of many here that the 
Poultry Division of the United States Department of Agriculture has 
been separated from the Dairy Division. 

We have no criticism of the dairy or any other group, but there 
have been many times when it was apparent that our industry problems 
were subordinated through lack of knowledge and understanding of 
the poultry industry itself. 

It is this experience that strengthens our opposition to a move to 
once again create a subordinated poultry program such as would be 
the case if this program were to be directed by legislation into the 
Avricultural Research Service. 

The poultry industry is one of the few that has battled i's way 
to importance, and to keep itself as free as possible from controls and 
subsidy. It is the third most important producer of agricultural 
income, totaling an annual $314 billion. ; ; 
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It is the most widespread agricultural enterprise. It deserves to be 
allowed to stand on its own feet, Government administrationwise as 
well as industry wise. 

The Secretary of Agriculture should be allowed administrative ; 
flexibility with respect to designating the particular agency within the 
Department which will be responsible for the operation of the Poultry 


Inspection Service. . 
Such flexibility is prerequisite te the maintenance of a continuous t 
and exemplary program and in accord with the reorganization plan , 
approved by Congress wherein the powers and authorities of the t 
Department of Agriculture were vested in the Secretary. 
partmen g € y 

Peculiar, perhaps, to our industry when compared with other in- . 
dustries, is the fact that the majority of plants have a “line” operation ‘ 
wherein the product moves continuously from the live state to the 
finished, graded, and packaged commodity. k 

The introduction of 2 regulatory agencies under separate adminis- t 
tration, 1 for inspection and 1 for grading, makes for inefficiency in 1 
administration and operation. 

Most of the criticisms that have been directed at the present volun- ‘ 
tary poultry inspection service of the Department of Agriculture are } 
directly due to the fact that it is voluntary, permissive, and at processor 
expense. 

The Department can only encourage industry to use the service. ‘ 
Processors may move into and away from the service at will. t 

In spite of this, the service has grown and the regulations provide 
a service that assures the public of a wholesome product as well as any 
provided by any State or local government or the United States Public 
Health Service recommendations. ‘ 


Other specific points we favor and consider important are: 
The Secretary should be free to appoint any qualified Government S 
employee (not only a Federal employee) as an inspector. 
There are many smaller plants and plants with seasonal operations, 
of 3 months or so, where adequate service could be rendered by a State 


employee, for example, and fully protecting the consumer, the worker, ] 
the producer, and the industryman. s 

Such men might not be willing to give up the benefits of their regu- e 
lar employment to participate under Federal employment for short or 
part-time service. ( 

The use of these qualified State, county, or municipal employees ‘ 
could be more practical and economical than the specification that only 
Federal employees are qualified or trustworthy to perform this service. t 

The power, by the Secretary, to designate consuming areas when 2 
the regulations would apply must include the power to grant certain I 
exemptions under specified conditions and should be subject to the y 
application by local authority or industry group and public hearing. 

3. Both ante and post mortem inspection procedures and require- c 
ments must be kept flexible to permit the Secretary to prescribe quickly s 
according to necessity and the application of new developments. 

The interapproved plant movement of so-called New York I 
dressed poultry must be provided for under suitable regulations. t 

The economical production of poultry products often requires inter- 

plant movement for concentration or further processing. ‘ 
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5. Certain violations must be punishable only if knowmgly com- 
mitted. Flagrant violations should, of course, be punishable, but ade- 
quate warning by inspectors can easily assure that continuation of vio- 
lations are “knowingly.” 

6. The effective date must provide for adequate time for the adminis- 
tration and the industry to be ready for the application of the service. 

It must not penalize the volume of product that is in refrigeration in 
the normal operation. 

The Northeastern Poultry Producers Council strongly recommends 
the adoption of mandatory poultry inspection under the provisions 
of H. R. 767, H. R. 514, H. R. 5463, H. R. 1964, or H. R. 3052. 

These bills are in substantial agreement needing only minor adjust- 
ments to be in full agreement. 

Mr. Warts. We thank you very much for your fine statement. The 
bells have rung. So it will be necessary for the committee to adjourn 
today’s session to meet again tomorrow morning at 9:30 and to go as 
long as we are permitted. 

There is one thing I would like for you to do. I do not know 
whether you received H. R. 377 as amended by the Department. You 
heard the testimony yesterday. 

Mr. Kianorp. We have not had a chance to study it. 

Mr. Warts. I will appreciate it very much if you would get the 
chance and make your comments with reference to it, as a supplement 
to your statement. 

Will you do that, sir? 

Mr. Kianorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Watts. We are pleased now to hear from Congressman Thad- 
deus Machrowicz of Michigan. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THADDEUS M. MACHROWICZ, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Chairman, in supporting the bill, H. R. 12, 
I respectfully urge upon this committee to consider favorably an 
amendment which would also require inspection of weights on proc- 
essed poultry at the same time that the inspection of wholesomeness of 
poultry is made. This amendment is urged by the Food Industry 
Committee of Detroit, Mich., which has complained to me that a 
serious situation exists there. 

At the present time there are received in the city of Detroit many 
thousands of pounds of processed chickens from other States that upon 
arrival have been found to be of short weight to a considerable degree. 
In some instances it was found that processors were even injecting 
water into the thighs of poultry before freezing to increase the weight. 

Both the merchants of Michigan and the State Department of Agri- 
culture in Michigan are very much interested and concerned over this 
situation. 

I would, therefor, respectfully urge that in the consideration of the 
bill an amendment be adopted which would take care of this condi- 
tion. 

Mr. Warrs. I have been requested to have inserted in’the record 
at this point several statements and letters, and if there is no objec- 
tion that will be done at this point in the record. 
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(The statement of Mr. John J. Riggle, secretary, National Council 
of Farmer Cooperatives is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. RIGGLE, SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMER COOPERATIVES 


~~ 6 -! et 


On behalf of our member associations which are marketing farmers’ poultry 
and poultry products, we favor legislation authorizing a practical and workable 
compulsory poultry inspection service in the Department of Agriculture. 

We believe the Secretary of Agriculture should be authorized and directed to 
make appropriate inspection of poultry and poultry products moving in inter- 
state commerce both ante and post mortem; and of the facilities for processing 
and for handling in the markets. Metropolitan inspections where both intra- ‘ 
state and interstate shipments of poultry and poultry products are received, 
should be authorized based on a finding of the Secretary for necessity of such 
inspection. 

Discretion should be left with the Secretary as to which agency in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture would have the responsibility, but the service should be 
separate from other meat inspection service in the Department. With the 
procedures especially adapted to the poultry industry, based on experience of 
both the Department and producers with the voluntary inspection service which 
has been carried out for a number of years, it is especially desirable that the 
grading and inspection services be carried out under closely associated super- 
vision and direction. 

We believe the inspection should be wholly at public expense in order to com- 
pletely protect the integrity of the inspection service in the public interest. 

The Secretary should be allowed to designate qualified public inspectors 
whether or not on the Federal payroll, such as State and local government 
inspectors. 

We believe that the act should be made effective January 1, 1958, in order ' 
to allow the Department time to expand and perfect the inspection service and 
to give the industry time to prepare for compulsory inspection which should 
be required as of July 1, 1958, providing this bill becomes a law at this session 
of Congress. 

In the meantime poultry processors already having inspection service and 
those becoming ready for inspection service should be allowed to participate in 
and utilize the inspection as fast as the expanding service can serve them. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMER COOPERATIVES, 
744 Jackson Place NW., Washington 6, D.C. 
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Mr. McIntire. In line also with the supplemental statement, I : 
would like to ask if you wish to add to your statement, to elaborate 
any further on your observations as to the Federal-State agreements 
or provisions in the bill allowing for that——— 
Mr. Kiauotp. Yes, sir, we will do that. 
Mr. Warrs. Congressman Anfuso has requested if you would com- 
ment on his bill. | 
Mr. Kianorp. Very well. | 
(The statements of Mr. Klahold and Dr. Van Wagenen are as 
follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF HAROLD P. KLAHOLD, PRESIDENT, NORTHEASTERN 
POULTRY PRODUCERS COUNCIL 


This statement is in response to your request that we study and submit our 
views with respect to the proposed suggestions of the Department of Agriculture 
with reference to H. R. 377 by Mr. Polk. 

As you are aware, our testimony favored H. R. 514, 767 and 5463. We still 
believe these bills contain many desirable features. However, here are our com- 
ments with respect to H. R. 377 as revised by the Department. These revisions 
are, we believe, included in H. R. 5738 submitted by Mr. Dixon after the hearings 
began. For the sake of clarity we will make specific references by page and line 
to the mimeographed “Comparative print of H. R. 8377 showing amendments rec- 
ommended by the Department of Agriculture” as given to us by your com- 
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mittee. Inasmuch as Mr. Anfuso also requested our views with reference to 
H. R. 5403, we have appended comments with reference to his bill where points 
are applicable. 

On page 2, line 13 and throughout the bill—the words “designate (or desig- 
nated) cities or areas” appear here and throughout the bill. We believe that 
these are better described as “major consuming areas” and suggest that this 
wording be substituted wherever the reference is made, The same suggestion 
applies to H. R. 5403. 

On pages 2 and 38, section 4, designation: We believe that the initiation of the 
Secretary’s action with respect to “designated major consuming areas” should 
come from appropriate State or local officials or local industry group. Other 
than this we agree with the Department’s amendments. 

H. R. 5403 requires the consent of the local government involved. We see no 
objection to this being added. 

On page 3, lines 19, 20, 21: We prefer the language “The Secretary shall— 
make [or “cause to be made by inspectors” (as in H. R. 5403—provided ‘“in- 
spectors” are defined to include State employees under direction of the Secretary 
by Federal-State agreement) ] such examination, inspections (antemortem, post- 
mortem, or both). 

This point of antemortem inspection appears to be a “bone of contention.” Let 
me make clear here that we do not object to antemortem inspection. We do 
believe that the above wording gives the Secretary all the power and instruction 
necessary to accomplish it. Many producers have feared that a more specific 
direction would find legal or quasi-legal interpretation that would bring in- 
spectors even back to the farm—a condition that would be strongly resisted. 
Many producers today will not permit anyone who has been on other farms, or 
particularly at a processing plant, to enter their premises as a health precaution. 
Possibly what is needed is a clarification of what is meant by antemortem 
inspection. 

On page 3 line 26: The amendment suggested is acceptable since we believe 
the reprocessing of “an adulterated” carcass to make it wholesome and un- 
adulterated should be permitted. As we read this language, this could be done. 
If we are wrong in interpretation then some language that will permit the correc- 
tion of minor faults should be incorporated in the section. 

On page 5, lines 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7: These suggestions are entirely acceptable— 
in fact they improve the workability of the act. The same change should be 
made in H. R. 5403 in section 7 (p. 5). 

On page 7, lines 5 and 6: Carries forward the suggestions above, and we agree. 

On page 7, line 11 (also lines 16, 18 and 25 and p. 8, line 2): The use of the 
word “knowingly” is apparently another “bone of contention.” Congress in 
1955, chapter 632, Public Law 272, incorporated this word in connection with 
penalties with respect to violations of official inspection certificates. We believe 
it should be used here. Perhaps, if certain violations were defined punishable 
less severely, and felony penalties remained for knowing or major willful viola- 
tions, this would be cleaned up, and put the teeth in the law that is desired. 
We appreciate the eagerness of enforcing agents to simplify their responsibility 
for proof of violation, but at the same time the individual needs protection too 
against malicious violations by competitors, employees or others. 

On page 10, line 11: No provision is made either here or in 54038 for exempiton 
of common carriers similar to those found in H. R. 514, H. R. 767, or H. R. 5468. 
The omission of this exemption would have a drastic effect upon rates, if carriers 
must protect themselves by incurring the expense of inspection or other assurance 
that no violations were present. 

On page 12, Exemptions,” section 15, (a) (3): The suggested change is satis- 
factory provided that product produced under such exemption shall continue 
exempt even though the expiration date for such exemption shall be passed. 
In other words, legally processed inspected birds may be in storage at the 
expiration date (July 1, 1960) and the processor or owner should have the 
opportunity to sell them. 

On page 15, section 19: We prefer the language set forth in section 20 of H. R. 
514 767 or 5468. If that in 5403 were amended on line 12 (p. 15) to add—-“‘at 
the request of the processor,” this would also be acceptable. We feel that the 
discretion as to overtime work must remain with the operator. 

On page 19, line 3: This definition should be clarified to provide for the omission 
of a wing, or part of the giblets, etc., that may have been removed by an inspector. 

On page 19, lines 5 to 8, also page 20, lines 4 to 16: We believe this is necessary 
to carry out improvements previously approved. 





96 INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


On page 20: Effective date. This should clearly state that: The Department 
should be provided with funds to set up the service, train inspectors, ete., on 
enactment. The first date on which anyone could become subject to the act 
should be January 1, 1958. The act should become fully effective and compulsory 
July 1, 1958. 

H. R. 5403 limits the definition of inspector to a Federal employee although 
it authorizes cooperation with other governmental agencies. We firmly believe 
that a State or other governmental employee should be available for use under 
the supervision of the Secretary by suitable cooperative agreement. 

H. R. 5403 also prohibits the movement of so-called New York dressed poultry. 
We believe that such movement between inspected plants under suitable regula- 
tions should be permitted. 

May I say that most of these recommendations have been discussed with 
representatives of our industry throughout the Northeast and we present them 
for your earnest consideration. Once again I emphasize that our council desires 
this legislation and calls particular attention to the need for special emphasis 
to guard the interests of the small processor and farm plant. State lines in 
much of the Northeast are close together and markets often so located that 
“interstate commerce” is almost the rule rather than the exception. The service 
must be available and practical to these operations. 

Thank you for this opportunity to extend our views. 





STATEMENT OF ALFRED VAN WAGENEN, SECRETARY OF THE 
NATIONAL POULTRY PRODUCERS FEDERATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Alfred Van Wagenen. 
I am secretary of the National Poultry Producers Federation,’ an organiza- 
tion which represents all the national and regional poultry producer organiza- 
tions of the United States. The combined poultry production of members of 
our association represents the vast majority of poultry production of the United 
States. 

The members of this organization have been vitally interested in the inspection 
of poutry from its inception. The leaders in our industry have for some years 
believed that some form of compulsory inspection was feasible and in fact neces- 
sary for the welfare of all phases of our industry as well as the consuming public. 

The National Poultry Producers Federation will welcome mandatory inspection. 
We believe it is high time to quit quibbling about words. We, as producers, have 
the utmost faith in our Government and particularly in the ability of the United 
States Department of Agriculture to administer the mandate that should be 
given to it by this legislation. 

The protection that has been given to consumers by the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture is too well known to be questioned or need to be praised. 
Occasionally we have people in all walks of life who disregard public welfare— 
but those who refuse to abide by public law eventually pay the penalty for wrong- 
doing. 

The only question before us today is what bill will be most practical in opera- 
tion. No longer is it necessary to talk about the misconduct of individuals or 
firms. We are all agreed. Harmony should be easy to achieve. 

We who produce poultry feel that we are producing the best meat available 
for human consumption. We want to tell consumers everywhere of the research 
work that establishes our products as important in today’s diet. We want them 
to know that our product is highest in protein, low in fat. It means much to us 
when we are told that our product meets hospital requirements and is recom- 
mended for convalescent and athlete alike. 

We especially want to emphasize to this committee that our industry accounts 
for a large percentage of farm income, in fact the third most important producer 
of farm income today. We believe that our industry is so necessary to the con- 
sumers that the most practical method of mandatory inspection should be adopted. 
We believe that poultry inspection is so important that it must not be subordinated 
to a competing industry. 





1 Members: American Poultry Hatchery Federation; Northeastern Poultry Producers 
Council; National Turkey Federation; Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association; 
U. S. R. O. P. Federation; and Utah Egg and Poultry Growers Cooperative. 
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The National Poultry Producers Federation endorses the principles of H. R. 514, 
767, 1964, 3052, and 5463, with the recommendation that the committee resolve 
any minor improvements needed to accomplish the end that we have a sound and 
practical program to provide protection and assurance that the consumer can 
have the poultry they want with assurance, and the producer, the worker, and 
the industry can profit from providing it. 


(The statement of the American Veterinary Medical Association is 
as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Harry HB. Kingman, 
Jr., a doctor of veterinary medicine. I am appearing on behalf of the American 
Veterinary Medical Association. The AVMA, representing the profession of 
veterinary medicine in the United States, appreciates being afforded the op- 
portunity to have a representative appear before this committee concerning 
poultry-inspection bills pending before the House Committee on Agriculture, 85th 
Congress. 

The American Veterinary Medical Association favors and endorses legislation 
which would prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of un- 
sound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or poultry 
products. 

As background material, permit me to review the policy determinations of the 
American Veterinary Medical Association insofar as poultry inspection for 
wholesomeness is concerned. 

First of all, the AVMA favors the enactment of proper legislation to provide 
for the compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products. 

In 1951, the association adopted the report of the committee on food and 
milk hygiene which contained this statement of policy : 

“If poultry is to bear a State grade designation, it should have the back- 
ground of adequate inspection by State or Federal employees, and if poultry is 
to bear a USDA seal of any kind, the program should have Federal veterinary 
supervision at every level.” 

The association has continued to support its view that grading, which is es- 
sentially a marketing requirement, and inspection for wholesomeness, which is a 
consumer protection procedure, should be separately administered. 

In 1954, the association adopted a resolution urging that the poultry-inspection 
service be combined with Federal meat inspection service. 

Separating grading and inspection would either require the establishment of 
anew agency to perform the inspection services, or would require the transferring 
of the existing inspection program to an agency presently performing inspection 
work. 

It is the view of our association that for reasons of economy, efficiency, and 
administrative experience, the poultry-inspection program could be best served 
by having it located in a division of the Government whose immediate responsi- 
bility is inspection for wholesomeness. 

The association supported this at its annual meeting last October by endors- 
ing legislation that would amend the Meat Inspection Act to include poultry 
and poultry products. 

This is the basis of testimony given before the Subcommittee on Poultry and 
Nees of the Committee on Agriculture, 84th Congress, July 18, 1956. The state- 
ment of the American Veterinary Medical Association appears on pages 201-210 
of the report of these hearings. 

Nearly all of the bills in their present form provide some of the basic features 
necessary for an adequately safeguarded inspection system. 

Certain changes in the language of each, or a combination of the best features 
of all, should result in legislation that would merit the full support of the 
American Veterinary Medical Association. 

At this time, we wish to express our confidence in the integrity and purpose- 
fulness of our administrative branches of government which will be called on to 
develop and administer the regulations which can not be written into the law 
but must be done through authorization of law. 

Some of the bills provide for the creation of a Poultry Products Inspection 
Service rather than amending the Meat Inspection Act. 

As an association, we would not oppose this method of establishing a poultry 
inspection service provided the same objectives can be achieved and if, in the 
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wisdom of the Congress, it is decided that this is the best procedure to follow. 

Therefore, we will confine our remaining comments to a number of basic con- 
siderations we feel are necessary to provide suitable legislation. 

1. The definition of the term “inspector” should provide that the inspector 
shall be an employee of the Federal Government. We would urge the inclusion 
of suitable language in the bill reported out of this committee, to provide that 
inspectors be employees of the Federal Government. 

2. The definition of the term “inspection service” should place the inspection 
responsibility within the Agricultural Research Service of the Department of 
Agriculture. Should it be considered impractical to designate, as a part of this 
legislation, the specific agency within the Department of Agriculture to be 
charged with the responsibility of administering this act, we would urge that the 
committee call attention in their report accompanying the bill, to the economic, 
administrative, and public confidence advantages inherent in a coordinated food- 
control program under an inspection agency that is primarily responsible to 
the consumer. 

3. The bill should give proper emphasis to the prohibition of adulteration of 
poultry products. 

4. The bill should clearly define “poultry” to include domestic birds; some 
of the proposed legislation might be interpreted to apply only to domesticated or 
commercially produced game birds. 

5. The bill should define the term “wholesome” to include the necessary desig- 
nation of “clean.” 

6. The bill should define a product as adulterated, if any valuable constituent 
has been in whole or in part omitted or abstracted, and prohibit the increasing 
bulk or weight to make it appear of greater value than it is. 

7. The bill should require that the name and address of the processor, in addi- 
tion to the approved plant number of the official establishment, be included in 
the labeling of products. 

CONCLUSION 


We recognize the tremendous problems faced by those who are ¢harged with 
the responsibility of framing legislation so as to insure insofar as possible that 
the administration of the law will be consistent with its full intent. Our asso- 
ciation has had intimate contact with food-inspection programs for many, many 
years. We are confident that the deliberations of this committee will result in 
legislation having far-reaching, beneficial effects to the Nation. 

I wish to thank you in behalf of the American Veterinary Medical Association 
for having had this opportunity to be heard. 


(The statement of Dr. Aaron H. Haskin, health officer, city of 
Newark, N. J., is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Dr. AARON H. HASKIN, HEALTH OFFICER, Clry OF NEWARK, N. J. 


The city of Newark has had inspection for poultry since 1954 and under this 
code all poultry coming into the city of Newark would have to come from approved 
sources following a thorough inspection to determine whether this source complies 
with all the regulations of our poultry inspection code. As a result of the ex- 
perience gained thereby, we have found that in order to have good poultry inspec- 
tion and prevent contaminated poultry from being consumed, it becomes evident 
that certain principles or criteria should be present in any bill that would give 
this protection to our citizens. 

1. The bill should provide for inspection of interstate shipped poultry and not 
allow for the Federal Government to enter into the jurisdiction of local health 
authorities on purely intrastate shipped poultry. It is important that all em- 
ployees doing this inspection work shall be Federal civil service employees only. 
Too often, many bills provide for the appointment of employees or owners of 
poultry processing establishments to be their own poultry inspectors thereby cre- 
ating a serious conflict of interests. In our experience, such a situation has been 
present on a number of occasions and, in one particular case, we were compelled to 
exclude a plant under the Agricultural Marketing Service because conditions were 
very unsatisfactory, to say the least, and one of the owners was the officially 
appointed inspector. 

2. In any bill, ante mortem and post mortem examination of poultry should be 
spelled out specifically and only the extent and type should be left to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. The ante mortem inspection is very vital, particularly with 
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respect to certain diseases in poultry which could not be detected on post mortem 
examination without extensive laboratory tests. The ante mortem examination 
would reveal this situation and prevent contact between such sick birds and those 
employees in the processing line, It is not necessary that ante mortem inspection 
be on a bird by bird inspection program, but that some type of ante mortem 
inspection for the detection of birds who are ill should be specifically spelled 
out and not left to the discretion of any one individual. 

3. It is very important in any good bill for the protection of the consumer in- 
terest that knowledge and intent not be a requirement prior to conviction. This 
loophole has been used time and time again to circumvent the purposes of good 
inspection. This knowledge and intent clause would virtually make it im- 
possible to get a conviction because to prove knowledge and intent is sometimes 
extremely difficult. 

4. Many agencies of Government have different philosophies of administration. 
Some have, as a primary interest, marketing and production rather than consumer 
interest and it is significant that public health, food and drug, and consumer au- 
thorities feel it is essential that to have a proper adminstration, the particular ad- 
ministrative supervision must be delegated by Congress so that the Secretary of 
Agriculture would not follow his previous experience in keeping same in the 
administration of a marketing group that is primarily interested in sales appeal 
and not primarily interested in public health aspects. 

The only bills of all those that I received which meet these principles to the 
greatest extent are H. R. 5403 and H. R. 5398. I admit I have not seen all the bills 
in view of the fact I was informed that some of them have not even been printed 
yet. 

Before concluding, I would like to state some facts concerning the cost of 
inspections in the Newark program. The total proportional salary paid to poultry 
inspectors in the program for the city of Newark is $4,800. In addition, depend- 
ing upon distance from the city of Newark, the average costs for travel, meals and 
lodging which are incurred during an inspectional tour of five processing plants in 
each area and the expenses prorated for each establishment are as follows: 
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Perrwere.i cs cn dh Sack preteens shed eto ik whic ght UPR ANRA Sha, othe 30 
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In my opinion, the cost for this type of inspection is significantly low compared 
to the value derived by the public in feeling certain that the poultry consumer is 
safe. 

(A telegram from R. L. Cleere, executive director, Colorado State 
Department of Public Health, is as follows :) 

DENVER, COLO, 
MABEL C. DOWNEY, 
Clerk, House Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Colorado State Department of Public Health favors adoption of H. R. 899 
by Representative Price. This bill embraces all of the components of a sound 
poultry inspection program, and represents the best interests of the consumer 
and industry without usurping States rights. 

R. L. CLEERE, M. D., 
Executive Director, Colorado State Department of Public Health. 


(A telegram from Benjamin Young, secretary, Meat and Poultry 
Purveyors Association, Inc., New York, is as follows :) 
NEw York, N. Y., March 6, 1957. 
Hon. Harotp D. CooLry, 


Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 


Well over 100 million pounds annually of poultry consumed in New York 
metropolitan area is New York dressed type positive preference by institutions, 
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hotels, and the public for this product, proven sound, wholesome, and fit for ' 
human food. Proposed inspection legislation would confine poultry in commerce | 
to eviscerated form. And entire industry built on tradition and demand would 
be wiped out. We plead for preservation of commerce in New York dressed 
poultry under law or regulations hereafter promulgated. 

MEAT AND POULTRY PURVEYORS ASSOCIATION, INC., 

BENJAMIN YOUNG, 

Secretary, 50 Broadway, New York City. 
(A letter from the American Association of University Women, 

dated March 7, 1947, is as follows:) 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN, 
Washington, D. C. March 7, 1957. 


- 


Hon. Jonn C. Warts, 
Chairman, Poultry and Egg Subcommittee, House Agriculture Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Mr. Warts. Will you please include the enclosed letter in the official 
record of the hearings of your committee. 
Sincerely, 
IsABEL H,. KIDENEY 
(Mrs. JAMES W. KIDENEY), 
Legislative Program Committee. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN, 
Washington, D. C., March 7, 1957. 
Hon. JouHn C. Watts, 
Chairman, Poultry and Egg Subcommittee, House Agriculture Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Warts: On behalf of the social studies and the legislative program 
committees of the American Association of University Women, we urge the 
Poultry and Egg Subcommittee to report favorably a bill establishing an effective 
Federal poultry inspection system. Such legislation, we believe, is long overdue. 

The American Association of University Women is nationwide in its makeup. 
Its 140,000 members are active in 1,367 branches in the 48 States, the District 
of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, and Guam. 

The AAUW has maintained an active interest in consumer problems and in 
Federal legislation designed to protect the consumer for many years. A corollary 
activity is a legislative program which promotes the goals recommended by 
study groups. At its most recent convention held in June 1955, in Los Angeles, 
the association reaffirmed its long-standing interest in legislation to protect the 
consumer by resolving to support measures in the interest of the consumer: 
“* * * (b) Protection against injurious products.” 

Federal legislation which would prohibit the movement in interstate and 
foreign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated 
poultry clearly falls within this mandate from our convention. 

In supporting this legislation we believe that inspection of poultry is just as 
essential to consumer protection as meat inspection. Inspection provided for 
in a bill should operate to protect the buyer of poultry against diseases common 
to man and poultry, and diseases due to unsanitary handling. We believe ante 
mortem and post mortem inspection to be the most effective means of establish- 
ing safeguards against those diseases. 

The association does not take any stand as to which agency of government 
should be charged with authority to carry out and enforce the law. But as 
part of our continuing interest in effective government and in economy in govern- 
ment, we favor having inspection carried out by the agency whose personne! 
and experience together would provide the most efficient administration, 

As chairmen of the AAUW social studies and legislative committees, we 
earnestly urge favorable committee action on this legislation to establish a 
Federal poultry inspection system. We also urge speedy House approval of this 
legislation, which would bring new and much needed protection both to the 
workers who handle poultry and to the citizens who consume it. 

Sincerely, 


Dr. JANET L. MACDONALD, 
Chairman, Social Studies Committee. 
ISABEL H. KIDENEY, 
(Mrs JAMES W. KIDENEY) 
Chairman, Legislative Program Committee. 
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(A letter from Hon. Russell V. Mack, enclosing a statement from 
Mr. Haagen’s Turkey Ranch, Vancouver, Washington, is as follows:) 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 6, 1957. 
THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 
GENTLEMEN : I am enclosing for your consideration a letter received this morn- 
ing from Mr. LeRoy G. Haagen, a small poultry processor in my area. 
I know there are many small processors in the same category as Mr. Haagen 
and I feel sure that his views will be of interest to the committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
RussEtt V. Mack, Member of Congress. 


HAAGEN’S TURKEY RANCH, 
Vancouver, Wash., February 25, 1957. 
Congressman RUSSELL V. MACK, 
Hoquiam, Wash. 

Deak Sir: I am sending you 2 clippings, 1 from a newspaper, the other a 
national farm magazine, about the new bill before Congress on compulsory 
poultry inspection by the Government. 

As I understand these bills before Congress, they will demand such a rigid 
and costly inspection of each turkey that only the large turkey and chicken 
killing plants will be able to stand the expense. 

At present there isn’t any approved Government inspected poultry processing 
plants in the State of Washington, and only five in the State of Oregon. 

I feel that this law is being pushed by the unions as it would then give them 
more chance to organize the labor in the processing of poultry. 

As a small processor we operate only about 15 days a year killing and packag- 
ing oven-ready from 15 to 20 thousand turkeys which we raise here on the 
farm. These turkeys are all sold to the wholesale trade in the Portland area. 
' It isn’t the cost of the inspection of each turkey so much as it would be to 
build and equip a complete new building which would meet the standards of a 
Government-approved poultry processing plant. 

I understand that one of the bills most likely to pass and become a law is 
that any poultry shipped interstate would have to be Government inspected. 
I feel that a law of this kind would not be beneficial to anyone except the large 
poultry houses who sell to the Government. 

Our killing plant meets the approval of the Portland Bureau of Public Health, 
and their inspectors inspect the plant periodically for sanitary conditions. They 
then give us permission to sell our turkeys in Portland. 

Would you please investigate these bills before Congress and see if some pro- 
visions can be made for the small processors like myself so that it will be possible 
for us to continue in business? 

Sincerely, 
LERoy G. HAAGEN. 

P.S.—A reply would be greatly appreciated. 


UNION Favors PouLtTrRY BILL 


WASHINGTON (INS).—The Agriculture Department maintains it is “well pre- 
pared” to assume responsibility for administering a mandatory poultry inspection 
law. 

A number of such laws have been introduced in both Houses of Congress last 
year as well as in this one. One of the forces pushing for such a law has been 
the 315,000-member Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen (AFL-— 
CIO) Union. 

The union feels its 3-year-long battle to get mandatory poultry inspection legis- 
lation has been won—in principle. ‘But it won’t be long before we have a law 
on the books,” predicts a spokesman. 

This is also the belief of Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, Democrat, Minnesota, 
who has introduced the third poultry inspection bill of the Senate’s current ses- 
sion. Humphrey predicts enactment of a mandatory inspection bill by Congress 
this year. 
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UNION CHARGES LOOPHOLES 


The union feels Humphrey’s bill “plugs the loopholes” in bills previously intro- 
duced'this session by Senators Herman Talmadge, Democrat, Georgia, and George 
D. Aiken, Democrat, Vermont. Humpbhrey’s bill, emphasizes the union, “provides 
for an effective system of mandatory poultry inspection in practice as well as in 
name. It is an amended form of a bill supported by the Department of Agricul- 
ture last year.” 

One of the principal reasons why the union favors Humphrey's bill is that it 
requires antemortem inspection. The union notes that the Aiken and Talmadge 
bills do not require antemortem inspection. 

The union maintains that mandatory antemortem inspection provides major 
protection for poultry workers against hazards of their industry. It said: “Any 
diseased birds which are prevented from coming on the processing line obviously 
eannot infect the workers. The dread danger of psittacosis, which hit 133 persons, 
killing 3, in the three epidemics during 1956 alone, could be minimized through 
the use of antemortem inspection.” 

Another major difference between the Aiken-Talmadge bills and Humpbhrey’s 
bill, says the union, concerns inspectors. The Aiken-Talmadge bills identify in- 
spectors as “any person authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture to inspect 
poultry or poultry products under the authority of this act.” 

Humphrey's bill provides that all inspectors must be Federal employes who 
would be responsible to the Agriculture Secretary. 

The union asserts that the Aiken-Talmadge measures “endangers the integrity 
of the program since it would permit, for example, the use of a company’s em- 
ployes to inspect the firm’s poultry.” 


Wuo WILL Do THE INSPECTING? 


Big fight in Congress on compulsory poultry inspection legislation promises 
to be over which USDA agency is to do the job. Poultry and farm groups, 
want inspection done by the Department’s Poultry Division which now conducts 
the voluntary program. The health people, veterinarian groups, and Food and 
Drug Administration think inspection should be the task of the USDA Meat 
Inspection Branch. This branch has been inspecting all red meat sold across 
State lines for the past half-century. 

Upshot’ may be final bill that leaves the choice of agency up to the Agriculture 
Secretary. 


(A letter dated March 6, 1957, from Edwin Ludwig, director, 
Bureau of Food and Drugs, Department of Health, of the City of 
New York, together with a letter from the Commissioner of Health 
of the C ity of New York is as follows: ) 


Tue Ciry or NEW York, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
New York, N. Y., March 6, 1957. 
Re Poultry Inspection Bills. 
Miss MABEL C. DOWNEY, 
Clerk, House Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Miss Downey: This is to acknowledge your invitation to attend hearings 
of your committee which are to be held on March 7 and 8, 1957, in connection with 
proposed legislation on poultry inspection. 

This Department has already presented its views on this subject to the Senate 
Agricultural Committee in a letter dated February 27, 1957, a copy of which is 
enclosed. 

Since the legislation under consideration by your committee is similar to that 
before the Senate committee, we felt that our views with relation to this legis- 
lation may be helpful. 


Very truly yours, 


EvwWIN Lupwia, 
Director, Bureau of Food and Drugs. 
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Tue Crry or NEw YORK 
COMMISSIONER OF HEALTH 
New York, N. Y., February 27, 1957. 
Mr. JAMES M. KENDALL, 
Assistant Chief Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 21, D. C. 

Dear Mr. KENDALL: This is in reply to your telegram of February 21, 1957, 
requesting appearance before your committee or a statement with respect to 
compulsory poultry inspection legislation. . 

Approximately 350 million pounds of dressed poultry is received in the city 
of New York annually. About half of this is eviscerated under voluntary 
Federal inspection or under supervision of State and local inspection services 
approved by the board of health of this city in conformity with the requirements 
of the sanitary code of this city for ante- and post-mortem inspection. 

It is mot practical for this department to maintain supervision of some 60 
plants which operate under “approved” inspection services in widely scattered 
cities and towns in various States. However, spot checks have been made -which 
disclosed deplorable conditions in some plants, mo veterinarian in attendance 
during evisceration at others, and other unsatisfactory conditions despite cer- 
tification by local agencies that the required standards are met. We have ob- 
served a lack of uniformity in standards indicating an obvious need of a central 
program which has proven so effective in Federal red meat inspection. 

We have reviewed a number of bills which are now before the Congress which 
aim to regulate poultry inspection and are impressed with the provisions of 
S. 1128 with the following reservation : 

We believe that this law should concern itself with the movement of poultry 
in interstate commerce and not empower the Secretary of Agriculture to desig- 
nate any city or area, with its consent or without, to be especially affected by 
the law. 

Each city or area may, as we do, have its individual problems which can best 
be dealt with by local administration. 

We urge the passage of this bill (S. 1128) amended by deletion of section 4 
which would give to the poultry industry and poultry consumers benefits similar 
to those of the Federal meat inspection act which after 50 years of its experience 
has shown it to be a most valuable legislative achievement. 

Very truly yours, 


LEONA BAUMGARTNER, M. D., 
Commissioner of Health. 
Mr. Warts. We stand in recess until tomorrow morning at 9:30 
o'clock. 
(Whereupon, at 11:10 p. m., the committee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 9:30 a, m., Friday, March 8, 1957.) 
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COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND 
POULTRY PRODUCTS 


FRIDAY, MARCH 8, 1957 


Housk or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMopITy SUBCOMMITTEE ON PouLtTry AND Ecos 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. John C. Watts (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Watts, Johnson, McIntire, and Dixon. 

Also present: Representatives Trimble, Harrison, and Mrs. 
Sullivan. 

Mr. Warts. I have a statement from Gregory S. Prince, general 
solicitor of the Association of American Railroads, which I would 
like to place in the record. 

Also a statement from Henry A. Holle, a member of the public 
health-poultry industry liaison committee, of Texas. 

I have a letter from William J. Wernersbach, general manager of 
Wisconsin Produce, Inc., and a telegram from Lavina Crowe, secre- 
tary of the Eau Claire Trades and Labor Council and Affiliated 
Unions. 

That all goes in the record. 

(The documents above referred to are as follows :) 

Eau CLarre, WIS. 
Varch 1957. 
CONGRESSMAN LESTER JOHNSON, 
340 Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

The Eau Claire Trades and Labor Council and Affiliated Unions urges your 
support of bill H. R. 5403, including ante mortem inspection of poultry; also to 
establish the Poultry Branch under Agriculture Research Division. 

LAVINA CROWE, 
Secretary. 


WISCONSIN PRODUCE, INC., 
Bleva, Wis., March 4, 1957. 
Congressman LESTER JOHNSON, 
340 House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
HONORABLE SIR: 

I am writing in regard to the mandatory-poultry-inspection bill now up be- 
fore Congress. There are several points which I feel should be included in this 
bill if small processors like ourselves are to survive. 

First, the law should leave the inspection program in the hands of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. This will allow the Poultry Branch to function as it has in 
the past. 

Second, the decision as to the use of the premortem inspection should be left 
to the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture and his advisers. Under no 
circumstances should it be legislated into law. 
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Third, a reasonable date for compliance should be allowed. The bill should 
not become effective before January 1, 1958. 

We, in the poultry industry, realize the necessity for producing quality prod- 
ucts; however, a costly or unworkable inspection program will sound the death 
knell for small processors like ourselves. 

I sincerely hope you will do your utmost to include in any inspection program 
passed, the three points listed above. 

Sincerely yours, 
WISCONSIN PRODUCE, INC., 
WILLIAM J. WERNERSBACH, 
General Manager. 


STATE OF TEXAS, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Austin, March 6, 1957. 
Hon. Joun C. Warts, 
Chairman House Subcommittee on Poultry and Eggs 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 


Attention: Miss Mabel C. Downey, clerk, House Committee on Agriculture. 

Deak Mr. Watts: We note that several bills on poultry inspection have been 
introduced in the Congress. Those of us who are charged with public health re- 
sponsibilities are very much interested in the enactment of legislation which will 
be fair and reasonable to the industry but which at the same time will adequately 
protect the consumer. You may know that a Public Health-Poultry Industry 
Liaison Committee of which I am a member has spent considerab! time in the de- 
velopment of a uniform poultry ordinance which could be recommended for adop- 
tion at State and local levels. It was our feeling that substantial agreement 
among the members of the committee had been reached in the attached draft of 
the proposed ordinance. 

The need for an adequate poultry inspection service is obvious as is the need 
for a poultry inspection law. This need has been clearly expressed by many 
groups representing the consuming public, the employees of poultry plants, 
those who represent the leaders in the poultry industry, and other agencies con- 
cerned directly with public health. 

Those of us who are concerned with health functions are convinced that re- 
sponsibility for the poultry inspection program should reside in a thoroughly 
qualified consumer protective agency. Both the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare and the Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricultural Research 
Service have received this recognition through their functions of public service. 

In our judgment a premium should not be placed on the commercial aspects 
of production and marketing through the assignment of regulatory inspection re- 
sponsibilities in the Agricultural Marketing Service. We feel very strongly that 
these are health functions. 

The previously mentioned attached draft of a uniform poultry ordinance could 
be made readily available to State and local governments desiring a poultry in- 
spection service. A Manual for the Examination and Evaluation of Poultry and 
Poultry Products for Compliance with the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act 
which has been prepared by the United States Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, Food and Drug Administration is also attached. The members of 
the House committee may wish to study the procedures recommended in these 
documents. 

It is our earnest hope that the legislation which is finally enacted will provide 
adequate safeguards against a deterioration of the public confidence in the high 
quality of our poultry products. We know of no better method to protect both 
the industry and the consumer than a good poultry inspection service adminis- 
tered by a consumer protective agency. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry A. Hottie, M. D., 
Member of Public Health-Poultry Industry Liaison Committee. 


ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS, 
Washington, D. C., March 7, 1957. 


Hon. JoHN C. WATTS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Poultry and Eggs, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
DEAR Mr. Watts: You now have before your subcommittee for consideration 
numerous bills to provide for compulsory inspection by the Department of Agri- 
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culture of poultry and poultry products. I am addressing myself to you with 
respect to these bills on behalf of the railroad companies members of the Associa- 
tion of American Railroads which railroads operate over 95 percent of the rail- 
road mileage of the country and the revenues of which constitute over 95 percent 
of total railroad revenues. 

We take no position with respect to the merits of this legislation as it is 
eoncerned with a problem that does not affect the railroads. However, there is 
one problem to which I should like to call your attention. 

Certain of the bills before your subcommittee are so drafted that railroad 
companies might be held guilty of a misdemeanor and subject to a fine for acts 
over which the railroads would have no control and of which they could not 
reasonably be expected to have knowledge. I refer to the fact that, generally 
speaking, in most of the bills before your subcommittee the prohibited acts 
include the transportation or receiving for transportation of slaughtered poultry 
or poultry products unless the same have been inspected for wholesomeness and 
marked in accordance with the provisions of the proposed act. In the normal 
situation involving carload shipments of slaughtered poultry or poultry products 
via a railroad, the transportation will be in refrigerator cars that the railroad 
will have spotted on the shipper’s siding and will have received back from the 
shipper only after the cars have been loaded, closed and sealed. The railroad 
company, of course, will have had no firsthand knowledge of whether the poultry 
or poultry products contained in the cars delivered to it for movement have or 
have not been inspected and marked in accordance with the proposed statute. 
The only way in which a railroad company could have such knowledge firsthand 
would be to assign one or more of its employees to check what goes into each car 
as it is loaded. Such a requirement would be wholly impractical, wasteful and 
unfair. The basic offenders under the proposed law would appear to be those 
operating the poultry processing establishments where the inspection should 
take place. The sellers of such products would be in a position similar to that 
of the processors because they should know whether the poultry that they were 
selling had been inspected and marked. The transportation carrier would 
probably normally not have such a relationship with the transaction and certainly 
that would be so in the case of the common carrier railroad company. 

In recognition of this situation, certain of the bills before your subcommittee 
contain a provision that no carrier shall be subject to the penalties of the proposed 
act by reason of the receipt or carriage of slaughtered poultry or poultry products 
in the usual course of business as a carrier, unless it had knowledge that these 
articles were not inspected or marked in accordance with the act (see. 13 of 
H. R. 514 and H. R. 767). Two other bills contain simpler provisions to the 
effect that carriers shall not be subject to the act (sec. 10 of H. R. 1964 and 
H. R. 3052). All four of the above bills, however, make the provisions of these 
bills relating to the keeping of records of interstate shipments applicable to 
earriers. In our view the provision for the protection of carriers in any of these 
four bills is satisfactory. However, there is no such provision in H. R. 377 or 
the other bills on this subject before the subcommittee, which I understand to be 
H. R. 899, H. R. 4357, H. R. 5398, H. R. 5403 and H. R. 12. 

I respectfully call to your attention also that S. 4248 (S4th Congress) as 
favorably reported by the Senate Committee on Agriculture last year contained 
a proviso in section 13 identical with that contained in H. R. 514 and H. R. 767. 
This proviso reads as follows: 

“Provided, That no carrier shall be subject to the penalties of this Act, other 
than the penalties for violation of section 11, by reason of his receipt, carriage, 
holding, or delivery, in the usual course of business as a carrier, of slaughtered 
poultry or poultry products, owned by another person unless the carrier has 
knowledge, or is in possession of facts which would cause a reasonable person to 
believe that such slaughtered poultry or poultry products were not inspected 
or marked in accordance with the provisions of this Act or were not otherwise 
eligible for transportation under this Act.” 

I respectfully urge that your subcommittee include that provision or its 
substantial equivalent in any bill favorably reported by it. We sincerely believe 
that such a provision is fair and equitable and that it will in no way impair the 
effective enforcement of the proposed act. 

Sincerely yours, 
GREGORY S. PRINCE. 
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Mr. Warts. The committee will call Herbert Ferster as the first 
witness. 
First give the reporter your name, please. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT FERSTER, ON BEHALF OF THE ASSOCIA- 
TION OF KOSHER PROCESSORS, INC.; THE KOSHER DRESSED 
POULTRY DISTRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION, INC.; THE SCHOCHTIM 
UNION, LOCAL 370; THE KASHRUTH MASHGICHIM SUPER- 
VISORS UNION; AND THE SALESMEN AND POULTRY WORKERS 
UNION, LOCAL 662 


Mr. Fersrer. My name is Herbert Ferster. I have with me Rabbi 
H. Judah Herwitz, and I want to thank the chairman and the gentle- 
men for really calling us out of turn, recognizing the problem that the 
rabbi has in returning home. 

This is a statement submitted on behalf of the Association of Kosher 
Processors, Inc., the Kosher Dressed Poultry Distributors Association, 
Inc., the Schochtim Union, Local 3870, the Kashruth Mashgichim 
Supervisors Union, Local 621, and the Salesmen and Poultry Workers 
Union, Local 662. 

Sach of these three local unions are affiliated with the Amalgamated 
Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America (AFL-CIO). 

The Kosher Processors Association includes in its membership 
poultry-plant operators who slaughter and dress live poultry pursuant 
to the kosher-dietary laws.. Their product is sold in the large cities of 
the Eastern States where there is a substantial Jewish population. 

The Kosher Distributors Association includes in its membership 
New York City wholesalers of kosher dressed poultry. These whole- 
salers purchase their poultry from processors and resell the same to 
kosher-poultry stores. 

Schochtim Union, Local 370, ineludes in its membership the 
schochtim who slaughter the poultry pursuant to the laws of kashruth 
and supervise the processing of the poultry to insure compliance with 
the religious requirements. 

The Kashruth Mashgichim Supervisors Union, Local 621, includes 
in its membership mashgichim who are persons who supervise the 
preparation of kosher poultry to insure the observance of the dietary 
laws. 

Rabbi Herwitz, who is at my right, is the secretary-manager of the 
mashgichim union which numbers some 350 mashgichim who are 
these trained gentlemen, trained in supervising the preparation and 
observance of the dietary laws. 

His union has in its membership approximately 75 ordained rabbis, 
and the other gentlemen are regular reverends. The rabbi was 
ordained in 1922, is an orthodox rabbi, and he is here in the event you 
gentlemen want;to ask any technical questions which would be beyond 
my province to answer. 

The members of local 662 are employed as salesmen and general 
help in the kosher-poultry industry. Thus this statement is made on 

behalf of most of the parties in interest in the processing, sale, and 
distribution of kosher poultry in the Eastern States and I might 
add parenthetically, that the bulk of such poultry is consumed in 
those States. 
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We state preliminarily that we do not appear here to oppose the 
enactment of a poultry inspection law. We want to point out, how- 
ever, that there is involved in the slaughtering, processing, and dis- 
tribution of kosher poultry certain ancient and basic religious tenets 
for which provision should be made, in the poultry inspection law, 
which will be passed by the Congress. 

These tenets known as the laws of kashruth are prescribed by the 
Talmud and have been enforced by the rabbinate through the centuries, 
since the time of Moses. 

Kosher poultry must be slaughtered by a schochet and none other 
except a schochet. A schochet is a religious functionary who is learned 
not only in the laws of kashruth and the religious requirements with 
respect to the slaughtering of poultry, but is also trained to quickly 
recognize and detect poultry which is not healthy. 

A qualified schochet after the completion of his training period is 
ordained or licensed by the rabbinate to slaughter poultry. The 
schochet examines each bird before he slaughters it and those which 
are at all sick are destroyed by the schochet. It is interesting to note, 
in passing, that the Jewish people have had ante mortem inspection of 
poultry since ancient times. 

The laws of kashruth further provide that kosher poultry must 
be made available to the consumer uneviscerated, that is, with the 
viscera remaining in the bird. It would take more time than this 
committee could give me to describe in detail just why this require- 
ment exists. It is sufficient to state at this point that the Jewish house- 
wife must eviscerate the bird herself or have it done under her imme- 
diate supervision after which she is required to salt—called kosher- 
ing—the bird. Therefore the poultry inspection law should spe- 
cifically provide that kosher poultry should not be required to be 
eviscerated. 

In the dressing or defeathering of kosher poultry, the use of hot 
water or steam is forbidden. The laws of kashruth require that the 
bird be either dry-plucked or cold-water plucked. Thus the poultry 
inspection bill should provide that kosher poultry should not be 
required to be dressed in hot water or steam. 

I am authorized to state that the accuracy of my statements con- 
cerning the religious requirements for kosher poultry are certified by 
the three leading rabbincal associations in the United States, namely, 
the Union of Orthodox Rabbis of the United States and Canada, the 
Rabbinical Council of America, and the Rabbinical Alliance of 
America. 

Each of the poultry inspection bills introduced provide for ante 
mortem inspection, post mortem inspection, and the maintenance of 
sanitary conditions in the plants where the poultry is slaughtered and 
processed. 

The kosher-poultry industry favors such a law, provided, however, 
that recognition is given to the laws of kashruth so that kosher poultry 
(1) will not be required to be eviscerated, and (2) will not be re- 
quired to be dressed or defeathered with the use of hot water or steam. 

I respectfully point out that those bills which have been introduced 
into the House providing for humane methods of slaughtering, recog- 
nize the requirements of established religious faiths. For example: 
H. R. 176 introduced January 3, 1957; H. R. 3029 introduced January 
16, 1957; and H. R. 3049 introduced January 16, 1957. 


eee 
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We request that the poultry inspection law should likewise give 
recognition to the needs and requirements of the laws of kashruth. 

I trust that you will not think me presumptuous if I suggest the 
provisions which should be included in the poultry inspection bill, 
so that the laws of kashruth may be continued to be observed. 

There should be added to the bill the following definition of “kosher 
poultry” (H. R. 377, sec. 22; H. R. 514, sec. 4; H. R. 767, sec. 4; 
H. R. 899, sec. 2; H. R. 1964, sec. 21; H. R. 3052, sec. 21; and H. R. 
4357, sec. 2) : 

The term “kosher poultry” means any poultry or poultry produce which has 
been slaughtered or slaughtered and processed in accordance with the laws of 
kashruth, and is identified by a nonremovable metal tag attached thereto certi- 
fying it was slaughtered, or slaughtered and processed according to the laws of 
kashruth. 


In addition, there should be inserted in the bill the following section : 
KosHER POULTRY 


Sec. ... Kosher poultry shall not be required: 

2? to have the feathers removed with the use of hot water or steam, and 

(2) to be eviscerated. 

On behalf of the kosher poultry industry and the labor unions work- 
ing in that industry, I want to thank the chairman and the committee 
for your courtesies and your kind consideration. 

If there are any questions, I would be happy to answer them. 

Mr. Warrs. Thank you for this fine statement. 

Do any of the bills presently before the committee touch this subject / 

Mr. Frrster. No, sir; it has not been touched, and I would say I 
imagine it is because it has never been called to their attention. 

Mr. Warts. I would assume so. 

Mr. Ferstrer. I appeared before the Senate last week with the rabbi 
and called this matter to their attention, and the chairman of the 
committee indicated that he would take this matter into consideration 
and asked me to submit the language, and it is for that reason that 
I was presumptuous enough to submit the language to you. 

Mr. Warts. Have you discussed this language w ‘ith the De partment 
of Agriculture, the Poultry Division, to obtain their views on it’ 

Mr. Ferstrer. No, I have not. I have worked with them for a num- 
ber of years, and they are generally familiar with the problem of 
kosher poultry, especially in rand around the large cities of the East. 

I would be happy to do it if that is your suggestion. 

Mr. Warts. Do you live in Washington? 

Mr. Ferster. No, sir, I don’t. But [ live in New York and we are 
only today 1 hour away "from Washington and I am here almost every 
week, 

Mr. Warts. I think it would be well to discuss the language that 
you propose to go into the bills with the Department, because after 
all, they will have the administration of it. 

Mr. Fersrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. Certainly we have no intention in this committee to 
interfere with the proper killing of kosher poultry but at the same 
time we would like the language to be such that it would be admin- 
istratively feasible with the agency that is going to carry out the 
inspection. 

Mr. Ferster. I will be very happy to do that. 
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Mr. Jounson. I was just going to suggest the chief veterinarian 
and the head of the Department are both here in the room and I think 
they could probably have a conference with these men after they 
are through testifying. 

Mr. Warts. They probably could. 

Mr. Ferster. I would be happy to do that because the rabbi is here 
with me now and we are available until train time, and it would be 
a great courtesy and convenience if we could do it right away. 

Mr. Warrs. If you could have your discussion, why that would be 
fine. 

Mr. Frrster. I will be very happy to explain to them why we picked 
this particular language. We tried not to leave any loopholes, and 
yet do the job. 

Mr. Warts. All right, sir; thank you very much. 

Any further questions ? 

Mr. Ferstrer. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Robert Parks, of the American Poultry and Hatch- 
ery Federation. 

Mr. Wornry. Mr. Chairman, I am Frank Wolney of the Institute. 

Mr. Parks called me. He was grounded in Altoona. His organiza- 
tion represents approximately 4,000 hatcheries that are responsible 
for the hatching of probably 80 percent of the poultry and chicks 
in the industry and he asked if I would merely submit his testimony 
for the record and I will do so at this time. 

Mr. Warts. He has a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Wouney. He has prepared statements and they are generally 
in support of the provisions as outlined earlier. 

Mr. Warrs. Has he filed his statements with the clerk ? 

Mr. Wotney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warrs. Or do you have them with you ? 

Mr. Wotnry. I have them here and I will file them with the clerk. 

Mr. Warts. You just want to make some comments on this state- 
ment rather than read the entire statement ? 

Mr. Wotney. Yes. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT R. PARKS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERI- 
CAN POULTRY AND HATCHERY FEDERATION (AS PRESENTED 
BY MR. WOLNEY) 


Mr. Woxtney. Mr. Parks points out that their board of directors 
took first official cognizance of the need for compulsory poultry in- 
spections when it held its annual convention in Cleveland, Ohio, in 
July 1954. 

It instructed our officers, of which I am one, to confer with the in- 
dustry’s trade associations for processors to determine whether a 
feasible compulsory inspection could be launched. 

Insofar as the poultry industry is concerned, there is no disagree- 
ment on whether poultry inspection is desirable. 

In general, we support the following bills: H. R. 377, H. R. 514, 
H. R. 767, H. R. 1964, and H. R. 3052. 

Mr. Parks points out in his testimony some of the points that they 
feel should be incorporated into a bill, and this is included in the 
testimony. I believe that if there are any questions, I will try to 
answer them. However, I believe his summary is complete. 
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Mr. Warts. We thank you for presenting this statement, Mr. Wol- 
ney. I have no questions. 

Thank you very much. 

(The statement in its entirety is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF RosperT R. Parks, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND PAST PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAN Pouttry & HatTcHEery FEDERATION, Kansas Ciry, Mo. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Robert R. Parks. I 
reside in Altoona, Pa., where I operate the Parks Barred Rock Farm established 
by my grandfather in 1899. I am here today to present a statement in behalf of 
the American Poultry & Hatchery Federation, of which I am executive director 
and a past president. 

The American Poultry & Hatchery Federation was organized in 1916 and in- 
corporated as a nonprofit organization. It has a paid-up membership of 4,000 
poultry hatcherymen and breeders, or about two-thirds of all the hatcheries and 
poultry breeding farms in the country. These members produce between 80 and 
85 percent of all the chicks and poults hatched in this country. 

Our organization is in favor of compulsory Federal inspections of poultry 
for wholesomeness. 

Our board of directors took first official cognizance of the need for compulsory 
poultry inspections when it held its annual convention in Cleveland, Ohio, in 
July 1954. It instructed our officers, of which I am one, to confer with the in- 
dustry’s trade association for processors to determine whether a feasible com- 
pulsory inspections program could be launched. 

Compulsory inspections of poultry has been a matter of deep concern to all 
responsible segments of the poultry industry for some time * * * not because 
we believe that an excessive volume of unwholesome poultry is offered for 
sale but because we believe we should check the sale of all unfit poultry if that 
is possible. 

Insofar as the poultry industry is concerned, there is no disagreement on 
whether compulsory inspections is desirable. 

In general, we support the following bills—H. R. 377, H. R. 514, H. R. 767, 
H. R. 1964 and H. R. 3052. 

These provide first of all for a program offering the consumer complete as- 
surance of wholesomeness whenever she purchases poultry carrying the purple 
stamp “U. S. Inspected and Passed”. At the same time, the switch over from 
the present voluntary program can be accomplished at the least possible expense 
to the taxpayer. 

This changeover embodies administrative problems which we believe can best 
be solved by the Secretary of Agriculture. Difficulties can be expected to arise 
which may not or perhaps cannot be fully anticipated in the enabling legisla- 
tion. 

H. R. 12, along with H. R. 899 and H. R. 4357, provide that the inspections 
program shall be carried on under the Meat Inspections Branch of ARS. We 
oppose this. 

The poultry industry has worked for years to get itself classified as something 
other than a stepchild in the Department of Agriculture. We fear that if the 
inspections program is placed under the Red Meat Branch, we will find our in- 
dustry at a serious disadvantage. It may become secondary to red-meat inspec- 
tions. After all, red meat is our strongest competitor. 

Between 10 and 11 percent of the consumers’ food dollars go for poultry and 
poultry products. This is an important food industry. 

There was in 1956 a crop of 76 million turkeys marketed, along with 14% billion 
broilers and millions of hens and farm fryers. This tremendous outpouring 
of foodstuffs is too great to be submerged under a program that handles a mere 
100 million red-meat animals. 

It is unlikely that the rules for red meats and poultry can be identical in every 
respect. The inspections problem from the standpoint of units handled is far 
greater in the case of poultry. 

Bills Nos. 377, 514, 767, 1964, and 3052 provide for ante mortem and post mortem 
inspections at the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture to the extent he 
deems necessary for the protection of workers and consumers. This is the entire 
purpose of the enabling legislation. 

Our position is that the administrator should be given the power to establish 
procedures in keeping with the latest scientific knowledge. Some of the answers 
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to proper and adequate ante mortem inspection, in particular, lie locked in future 
research. They cannot be determined by legislative action. 

We believe the Secretary of Agriculture should be empowered to make the 
fullest use of current facilities for inspecting poultry. The success of the program 
is not a matter of speculation. The voluntary program has built a record of 28 
years of service. By adopting legislation which will enable the Secretary of 
Agriculture to retain the inspections program under the Poultry Division of 
Agriculture Marketing Service—where voluntary inspections are now located— 
if he so desires, simply will provide the Secretary a freer hand to capitalize on 
this experience. 

The effective date must be kept within reason. It is noted that H. R. 899 sets 
the effective date at January 1, 1957. This must be anerror. H. R. 4357 makes 
it July 1, 1958, and H. R. 12 makes it within 6 months after enactment. 

In our opinion, there can be no effective date earlier than January 1, 1958, and 
preferably July 1, 1958. Some of the industry must be given a chance to retool. 
Others can come under the program just as rapidly as the administrative agency 
can get the machinery for inspections into operation. 

A tremendous amount of administrative work must be done after you provide 
the enabling legislation. 

We call your attention also to the fact that game birds are defined as poultry 
in bills Nos. 767, 1964, 3052, 514, 377, 4857, and 899. We question whether the 
volume of game birds processed justifies the establishment of a compulsory fed- 
eral inspections program for the commodity. Much of such processing is sea- 
sonal and at best the volume is small. We would suggest that such inspections 
be compulsory only when processing is done in plants where Federal inspections 
for wholesomeness is being carried on for domestic poultry. 

Legislation establishing a program for compulsory inspections of poultry for 
wholesomeness should be confined to the announced goals. Provide the Secretary 
of Agriculture the tools to build a program (a) to the extent required to assure 
the protection of workers and consumers, and (b) in keeping with scientific 
progress. 

Mr. Warrs. Is Mr. Al Van Wagenon present ? 

Would you state your full name and official position ? 

Mr. Wacenon. My name is Alfred Van Wagenon, secretary to the 
National Poultry Producers Association. 

Mr. Warrs. Do you have a prepared statement? 

Mr. Wacenon. We have a prepared statement which has been 
given. 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED VAN WAGENON, SECRETARY, NATIONAL 
POULTRY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wacenon. I merely want to say, Mr. Chairman, we will submit 
out statement for the record. It is in general support of the testimony 
given yesterday. 

I would like to state that the National Poultry Producers Federa- 
tion is a national organization of the American Poultry Hatchery 
Federation, the National Turkey Federation, the USROP Federation, 
and then the regional associations, Northeastern Poultry Producers 
Council, the Southeastern Poultr y and Egg Association, and the Utah 
Egg and Poultry Growers Cooperative. 

Their statement is in support of the evidence already entered, and 
I will be glad to answer any questions you may have concerning it 
rather than take your time to read it. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you for the statement. I do not know of any 
questions I care to ask. 

Mrs. Downry. Mr. Chairman, that statement was inserted in the 
record yesterday, and I just assumed he was sitting with the witness 
and wanted his statement filed so we put it in the record yesterday. 
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Mr. Warts. Are there any questions? 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. J. O. Kumpe, Southwestern Poultry and Egg Association, 
Bentonville, Ark. 

Mr. Kumpe, would you state your full name and official position? 


STATEMENT OF J. 0. KUMPE, MANAGER OF THE ARKANSAS 
POULTRY COOPERATIVE, INC. 


Mr. Kumer. Mr. Chairman, I have two briefs. I am J. O. Kumpe, 
general manager of the Arkansas Poultry Cooperative, and the im- 
mediate past president of the Southwestern Association, and I have 
with me here Mr. Charles D. Hawks, who is executive secretary of the 
Arkansas Poultry Association, also of which I am secretary and 
treasurer. 

I have prepared statements and would like to take up first the 
Southwestern Association. 

Mr. Warrts. All right, sir; you may proceed. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am J. O. Kumpe, 
manager of the Arkansas Poultry Cooperative, Inc. I was formerly 
ArkansasExtension Marketing Specialist. I am the immediate past 
president of the Southwestern Association and at present a member of 
the board of directors. 

At a meeting of the board of directors of the Southwestern Asso- 
ciation held in February 1956, at Kansas City, Mo., the following 
resolution was adopted unanimously by our association: 

We favor compulsory inspection for wholesomeness of all poultry products 
moving into interstate commerce, under the present Inspection and Grading 
Division of the Poultry Branch, Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA, and 
that such inspection be paid for from public appropriated funds. 

On February 15, 1957, at a meeting in Kansas City, Mo., the Board 
of Directors voted to reaffirm our position on compulsory y inspection 
of poultry under the Poultry Division of the Agricultur al Marketing 
Services of the United States Department of Agri iculture. 

Mr. Ray Clymer, Jr., of the Dennison Poultry and Egg Company 
of Center, Tex., president of Southwestern, appointed the. speaker to 
appear and present the association views on pending bills now before 
the House. 

The Southwestern Association is composed of poultry industry men 
in production, hatching, feeding, financing, processing and marketing 
of broilers, fowl and turkeys, and eggs in six states, ni umely Louisiana, 
Arkansas, Oklahoma, Kansas, New Mexico and Texas. 

Our membership covers approximately 80 percent of the volume 
of broilers, fowl and turkeys processed in these six states, One of 
the or iginal objectives of the Southwestern Association was to increase 
the quality of poultry and poultry products and to secure efficient 
marketing of same. 

The second and third ranking broiler-producing states are found 
in our membership, namely Texas and Arkansas. The volume of 
these two states in 1956 was 199 million as compared with 160 million 
in 1955. The area served by the Southwestern Association has been 
cooperating with the Poultry Branch of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service of the United States Department of Agriculture and we are 
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proud of the number of plants that are already under inspection for 
wholesomeness under the voluntary program. 

For your consideration, our members desire legislation that would 
provide: 

1. Inspection for wholesomeness to be performed in the Poultry 
Branch of Agricultural Marketing Service of United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

2. Federal Government to cooperate with State and _ local 
governments. 

3. Inspection techniques to be determined by Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

4. Movement of New York dressed poultry between official plants. 

5. Cost of inspection be paid from appropriated funds. 

6. Penalties provided for those that knowingly violate the regula- 
tions specified in the act, with the provisions that the Secretary notify 
the offending plant before instituting criminal or injunction pro- 
ceedings. 

7. Effective date should be far enough in advance to provide time 
to train inspectors, and at the same time to keep the producers market 
open and a steady supply of poultry going to the consumer. 

In the 12 bills you have before you, H. R. 514, H. R. 767 and 
H. R. 5463 we think will provide all the necessary features that will 
be needed for an effective, efficient inspection program. However 
there are some bills and sections of bills that we feel are undesirable. 

H. R. 12 is opposed by our association because : 

1. It subordinates the poultry inspection by putting it in an amended 
Meat Inspection Act. 

2. Effective date of 6 months after enactment will not provide time 
enough to supply inspectors to meet the general requirements of the 
act. 

3. No additional funds provided to pay for inspectors. 

H. R. 899, H. R. 4357, H. R. 5398, H. R. 5403 and H. R. 5489 are all 
opposed because they designate the inspecting agency as Agricultural 
Research Service. 

I want to call your attention to this particular thing here. We do 
not want poultry inspection separated from the grading service, be- 

“ause they both have to be done “on the line” in the official plant at 
the same time. 

Plants would have 2 sets of supervisors, 2 offices to furnish and 
2 departments to deal with, besides losing the Poultry Branch in 
Agricultural Marketing Service with which we know, by experience 
has done an efficient job of inspection. 

H. R. 5403 and 5489 would become effective on enactment and com- 
pulsory July 1,1958,. These are not desirable to our members for many 
reasons. 

H. R. 4357 would become compulsory July 1, 1957, which is 
impracticable. 

Three of the bills, H. R. 5398, H. R. 5403 and H. R. 5489 do not 
meet any of the points we listed in the features we believe are neces- 
sary in compulsory inspection legislation. 

Therefore, we oppose them in their entirety. 

Some of the other bills have some excellent points but they con- 
tain two or more provisions that we oppose. We respectfully request 





116 INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


your consideration of our desires, and hope you will report out one of 
the three bills, namely, H. R. 514, H. R. 767 and H. R. 5463, which 
we think are well written and supply the provisions that will give us 
a workable compulsory-inspection program for poultry and poultry 
products. 

Again we wish to thank all members of the subcommittee for giving 
us the opportunity to present our views on the 12 bills pending before 
the House. Our future poultry industry depends upon the type of 
legislation you make in this session of Congress. 

We feel a $4 billion poultry industry deserves careful and thought- 
ful plans for its future, and we have confidence that you will consider 
the experience of our industry in your legislation by giving the public 
an act that will protect the consumer and provide for the future 
growth of our poultry industry. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you, Mr. Kumpe. I notice among the things 
which you list as desirable objectives of your association is inspection 
by the Poultry Branch of the Agricultural Marketing Service of the 
United States Department of Agriculture. 

Does your organization oppose leaving that matter entirely up to 
the Secretary ? 

Mr. Kumrr. No, we do not. We wanted to point out to you that 
our experience in working with these people for this period of time, 
they understand our problems, we understand theirs, and frankly [| 
personally have been manager of a plant that for 9 years has had 
this voluntary inspection, and we know that they are very proud of 
the work and responsibilities that they have, and for that reason we 
recommend that it be set up in the Poultry Branch of the Agricultural 
Marketing Service 

We do feel that the Secret: iry of Agriculture, if he saw fit in this 
housekeeping to put it somewhere else, that our membership would 
have no objection, because we have implicit faith in the Secretary of 
Agriculture or anyone who might be appointed hereafter. 

Mr. Warts. Have you had an opportunity to examine H. R. 377 
as amended by the Department ? 

Mr. Kumer. No; I have not had an opportunity to study it thor- 
oughly. If the committee desires, I would like to submit a supple- 
mental brief on that bill. We got it yesterday, but due to the pressure 
of other things, I have not 

Mr. Warts. I do not mean by my statement that the committee is 
necessarily favoring H. R. 377, but it is the bill about which the 
Department spoke and they proposed several amendments to it, and 
we would like to know what vou folks who represent the various 
associations think about H. R, 377. I have read many of these bills 
and most of them seemed to agree pretty well, one with the other. 

We cannot write them all into the law as you know, so if you would 
write a short supplemental statement stating any objections you might 
have to 377, it would be appreciated. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntire. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

First, on page 2, Mr. Kumpe, you made reference to the fact, about 
the middle of the page there, that there are a number of plants that 
are already under inspection for wholesomeness in a voluntary 
program. 
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[ was interested to inquire whether in your area the greater propor- 
tion of the plants would come rather readily under inspection if they 
do not already have it, or whether a greater proportion would require 
some major adjustments in their plant facilities and techniques in 
order to meet reasonable inspection requirements. 

Mr. Kumer. I think the percentage in the Southwestern Association 
of area of six States, I think the percentage would be higher that 
would be able to come in immediately. 

In the case of Arkansas there are about half of them that could 
start even upon enactment, but there are some in which our member- 
ship is included that would not be able to do that, and so we are 
reporting the majority of the memberships’ wishes in this particular 
thing. 

Mr. McIntire. If the act would become operative on passage, so that 
those who could meet the requirements could be moving in under these 
arrangements, and if we set the date say July 1, 1958, as the final date 
when all processing came under the act, how would that fit your area 
as regards the necessary adjustments ? 

Mr. Kumpr. That is all right. We actually recommend that the 
program be allowed on July 1, 1958, for those that want to make appli- 
cation to come in, and all those others to be compulsory on July 1, 1958. 

In our area we fell that will be sufficient time for the number of 
people who are already in the area to fill those plants that do not have 
inspection now. 

We would like to say that we hope that some provisions will be 
made for the Department to begin immediately to train the personnel, 
but we recommend that no one come under until January 1, 1958. 
Then upon application they can come in as fast as they want to. 

Mr. McIntire. With the final date of full implementation July 1, 
1958 ? 

Mr. Kumer. July 1, 1958. 

I have checked on this since we have been up here. This statement 
was prepared of course and approved by the board of directors, and 
we did not include that in it because we at that time did not realize 
the importance of the Secretary having funds available now to start 
his training program and the inspection of the plants program and 
things of that sort which has to be done as a prerequisite to this 
program. 

Mr. McIntire. Also on page 2, Mr. Kumpe, in line No. 2 there, 
“The Federal Government to cooperate with State and local govern- 
ments,” am I correct in my understanding that at the present time you 
are operating entirely on a voluntary program ? 

It is not under a Federal-State agreement, but simply voluntary as 
between the processor and the Federal Government, or is it handled 
administratively in any degree by some of the State agencies ? 

Mr. Kumrr. Under our inspection for wholesomeness, it is entirely 
Federal, and under our grading program, it is Federal-State, so we 
have agreements under Federal-State for grading, and we are directly 
Federal on the inspection of the wholesomeness. 

Here is the point. We have some plants in our area that are seasonal, 
and there are trained personnel in the State or maybe in the city that 
are under Civil Service and Retirement Acts and things of that sort. 
They would not want to relinquish their employment there and work a 
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short time for the Federal Government, but if provisions are made 
where the Federal Government can pay the local or State governments 
for their services and they can be under the direction of the Federal 
area supervisors, which we think gives uniformity and would make it 
possible for this inspection to be handled with less cost. 

Now, then, in those places where you have temporary assignments, 
it will be expensive to the Government to send someone in, pay per diem 
for the period that they are operating, and then in the slack period 
you will have them on the payroll and no use for them. 

So we feel that the cooperation with the State and local agencies 
through the Department of Agriculture—and we recommend that the 
Department of Agriculture have full supervision and when they are 
working on the inspection program, that they be supervised by the 
Federal Government so that we will have uniformity in all of our 
States. 

Mr. McIntime. Uniformity as regards inspection requirements ? 

Mr. Kumre. Inspection requirements for wholesomeness. 

Mr. McInvire. But considerable latitude as to how these things 
might be worked out administratively ? 

Mr. Kumper. That is right. 

Mr. McIntire. And even to the extent of working them through 
Federal-State agreements or not just as the circumstances may seem 

to be best worked out in the respective areas or States involved. 

Mr. Kumrr. That is right. 

Mr. McInriee. That is what you are searching for in this particular 
statement ¢ 

Mr. Koumpr. That is right, exactly. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, just one other question. 

If you will refer to page 3 of your statement, Mr. Kumpe, you refer 
there to the poultry inspection and grading service. 

It is my understs anding, if I am not mistaken, that the legislation we 
are considering deals strictly with inspection for w holesomeness. 

Mr. Kumpr. That is right. 

Mr. McIntire. The poultry branch of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service handles the Federal Grading Regulations, also. These do not 
work within the same division in your plant ? 

Mr. Kumrp. No, sir; they do not. 

Mr. McIntire. In other words, you have grading people who handle 
the grading side of it and licensing inspectors who are handling the 
inspection for wholesomeness ¢ 

Mr. Kumprr. That is correct. 

Mr. McIntire. This is a point on which there is some difference of 
opinion as to the poultry inspection function. Some are fearful that 
because this is in Agricultural Marketing Service, that that very 
designation carries an implication that there will be far more em- 
phasis placed on the inspection and grading for marketing purposes 
than on wholesomeness. Do you see any conflict as between these two 
functions in the plant ? 

I would be interested in your comment on that point because that 
is a point, as you know, on which these bills vary somewhat and that 
is something of the argument behind the differences in these bills. 

Mr. Kumrr. I will have to just speak from my own plant operations. 
We at the present time have both in our employ, and I want to make 
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this point for the record. We sign an agreement or a contract with 
the Federal Government for inspection for wholesomeness. They fur- 
nish the personnel and they pay them. We pay the United States 
‘Treasury and then they in turn send anybody they want. We don’t 
know who is coming to do the inspection, but we have found them 
sending us people who know what they are doing. ‘They are highly 
trained technically, and the inspectors are in one department and our 
grading is entirely another. Both of them do have contracts, and we 
pay the Government and they pay these two people. 

Now then, they are both on-the sien operations. ‘They do not work 
together. What I mean is that one of them is doing one particular 
job for us and the other is doing another job. We feel that because 
they have worked together before, that they would give us the type of 
service, but the grading people have nothing to say on how they do 
the wholesomeness because they have their regulations and they do it 
under the voluntary program, and we feel that those two agencies in 
the same poultry branch would give the industry what they need, and 
also would give the housewife, the consumer, the protection that we 
feel is necessary. 

In fact, we would not have voluntary inspection in the southwestern 
area if we did not feel that it was good for the producers as well as the 
consumers. I think we have demonstrated that by the number of 
plants in our area. I think that the Department will bear me out. 
I don’t have the figures on it but I think the Department will bear me 
out that for the volume in our area, we have a large amount under 
the voluntary program at the present time. 

We feel that they will give the consumer a good product and at 
the same time it will not work a hardship on the plant management to 
have two different branches working in the same place. 

Mr. McIntire. With the enactment of this legislation am I correct, 
Mr. Kumpe, in my observation that as a plant operator, once this legis- 
lation is in effect, it would require inspection for wholesomeness ? 

That is one function for which the Federal Government will provide 
the services and pay the costs. The other function in your plant of 
grading will be one which will be voluntary on the part of your plant 
owner ship and management, and you pay the cost. 

Mr. Kumrr. That is right. We understand that. 

Mr. McIntire. And that is the situation which will exist. So on 
the one hand this legislation would require inspection for wholesome- 
ness, which is a program set up and firm, and on the other hand the 
grading part of it is not tied in with it in any way. 

The erading part of it is entirely your decision as to whether you 
want United States grade labels available for imprints or stamps to 
market this poultry, or whether you do not want that. 

Mr. Kumper. That is right. 

Mr. McIntire. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warts. Your excellent Congressman, Jim Trimble, has arrived 
and we are glad to have him with us this mor ning. 

Do vou care to make any statements or say “Hello” to your neighbor 
and friend, Jim? 

Mr. Trimsie. I am glad to say “Hello” to my neighbors and friends. 
Whatever J. O. has to say about inspection and quality, my constitu- 
ents are always right. 
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Mr. Warts. Excellent idea. I have found very few Congressmen 
who did not think their constituents were right. 

Mr. Tree. [ have great faith in J.O. Kumpe and Charlie Hawks. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Kumpe, do you have another statement / 

Mr. Kumer. Yes, sir, Arkansas Poultry Cooperative. 

This is a statement by the organization which pays my salary, and 
the board of directors are elected by the membership, and I would like 
to say this for the record. 


One of my board of directors is the national commodity member of 


the poultry committee for the American Farm Bureau Federation, and 
so we have a national tieup as well as a local tieup. 

Mr. Warts. Does the thinking in this statement coincide with the 
thinking in the other? 

Mr. Kumer. That is what I would like to say, that it does coincide 
with the other , and if for the time you would just put this in the 
record, we feel that it will be sufficient because you have asked me 
the questions and I have answered directly on operations with the 
Department, which is covered in this particular one which I could not 
cover in the other. 

Mr. Warrs. With your permission then we will just file this state- 
ment and let it appear in the record. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. J. O. Kumpe is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ARKANSAS PouLtTRY COOPERATIVE, INC., BY J. O. KUMPE, 
GENERAL MANAGER, ARKANSAS POULTRY COOPERATIVE, INC. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Arkansas Poultry. Coopera- 
tive, Inc., is composed of a group of broiler producers who incorporated April, 
1946, for the purpose of processing and marketing broilers. The cooperative is 
made up of 414 producer-members of the following counties and States: Adair 
and Delaware Counties in Oklahoma ; Barry and McDonald Counties in Missouri ; 
Benton, Carroll, Madison and Washington Counties in Arkansas, with head 
quarters at Bentonville, Ark., the county seat of Benton County. It is operated 
by a board of nine directors elected by its members to serve for a 5-year term 
each. 

The Arkansas Poultry Cooperative, Inc., has operated under voluntary inspec- 
tion since July 1, 1948. During the period under which we have been operating 
on a voluntary basis with the Poultry Branch of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, we have found them to be efficient, con 
siderate of our problems and zealous in administering the inspection program for 
the benefit of the consumer. We process only broilers, and are handling over 
10 million pounds annually. We, as producers, have felt that inspection for 
wholesomeness by qualified personnel under the supervision of the Poultry 
Branch of the Agricultural Marketing Service of the United States Department 
of Agriculture was beneficial both to the producers and the consumers. We have 
demonstrated our faith in this Department by the ) years that we have been 
operating under their supervision. 

We are in favor of the compulsory poultry inspection legislation, but we believe 
the inspection should be performed by the Poultry Branch of the Agricultural 
Marketing Service, in the United States Department of Agriculture. We have 
had 9 years experience with this Branch out of the 28 years they have served 
industry. Most of us in the poultry industry have witnessed the separation of 
the Dairy and Poultry Branch and have seen the present Poultry Branch grow 
to its size today. We donot want our Poultry Inspection and Grading separated 
into two branches or to be subordinated to any inspection division in other 
branches of the United States Department of Agriculture. We think the $4 
billion poultry industry deserves a branch of its own in the Agricultural Market- 
ing Service, United States Department of Agriculture. 

Hi. H. 377, H. R. 514, H. R. 767, H. R. 1964, H. R. 3052 and H. R. 5463 all pro 
vide that the Secretary of Agriculture may designate the branch or agency 
that will carry out the inspection of poultry under this act. We are in agree- 
ment with this provision because we have faith in the Secretary of Agriculture 
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to the extent that he will provide the inspection in the division that will be 
efficient and at the same time economical to protect the consumer. 

We feel that H, R. 514, H. R. 767 and H. R. 5463 best provide for compulsory 
inspection operation under the act. 

1. All three provide for the Secretary of Agriculture to designate areas to be 
covered by the act, provided, after public hearings, he finds that such areas 
have obstructed the movement of inspected poultry or poultry products in com- 
merce. Congressman Abernethy’s bill 514 could be amended to read ‘upon ap- 
plication of appropriate local official or industry group and after public hear- 
ings to designate major consumer areas and to grant exemptions he deems 
necessary” and give the desired legislation for the act. 

2. All three provide for the inspection techniques to be determined by the 
Secretary. This gives flexibility to the program, permitting the use of recent im- 
proved inspection techniques developed by the Poultry Branch of the Agricultural 
Marketing Service, and will permit the use of new methods of inspection that 
may come out of the research now in progress. 

3. All three provide for the Secretary to work with other Federal Government 
und State agencies in carrying out inspection work on poultry. We think this 
is very important to provide seasonal inspection, that can be obtained by qual- 
ified State personnel that would not be interested in accepting Government em- 
ployment on temporary basis. We also think that all tax-paid employees should 
be used wherever possible to give the consumer an inspected product for the least 
cost. 

4, All three provide for the effective date January 1, 1958, and provides for 
those that desire to make application and receive services up to July 1, 1958, 
when all plants will come under the program. This is desirable to have this 
period to give the Department of Agriculture, plants, and equipment manufac- 
turers time to adjust, prepare buildings, train personnel, and install equipment 
needed under the Inspection Act. 

5. All three bills provide for inspection cost except for overtime to be paid 
by public funds. We think this is as it should be. 

6. All three bills provide for penalties for knowingly violating any of the 
provisions, with second offenses doubled. This is as it should be, because the 
major segment of the poultry industry should not be penalized for the few that 
may want to obtain profits by unethical methods. 

We are opposed to H. R. 12 for the following reasons. 

1. It subordinates the poultry inspection program to red meats. 

2. It has unrealistic effective date, which if put into practice would be harm- 
ful to both producer and consumer. 

We are opposed to the following: H. R. 899, H. R. 4357, H. R. 5398, H. R. 5408, 
and H. R. 5489. 

1. They all place inspecting agency in Agricultural Research Service, a sub- 
division of red meats. 

2. They do not provide for cooperation with other Federal or local agencies, 
or in the cases that do, they limit the cooperation by requiring employees to be 
full time on Federal payroll. 

3. Some of these bills do not provide for the cost of inspection to be paid from 
public funds. 

4. All provide for effective dates not suitable in our opinion, to the best interest 
of the general public and the industry. 

Again we want to express our appreciation to the Poultry and Egg Sub- 
committee of the House Committee on Agriculture for affording us, a producers 
organization, the opportunity to present our views on the 12 bills now before 
the House. We sincerely hope that this committee will give full consideration 
to the facts presented in these public hearings and incorporate the features 
that will give to the public legislation which will be beneficial to the producer, 
processor and consumer. If this is done our poultry industry will grow, providing 
income for producers and wage earners and wholesome food for the consumer. 


Mr. McIntire. Pardon me, Mr. Chairman. 

IT would just like to ask Mr. Kumpe one other question. It is my 
understanding that in relation to the penalty clause or paragraph in 
this bill, that you prefer the word “knowingly” in the legislation ? 

Mr. Kumrr. Yes, we do. 
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Mr. McIn1rme. Do you feel that if it were left out, it would com- 
pound a very serious situation ¢ 

Mr. Kumprr. No, I would not say so, for my individual plant, I 
would say “No,” because I can speak for them. 

In the Southwestern Association, that was the agreement. I mean 
that is what they wanted and I will have to say that I would not 
change on that particular thing. 

And in our individual plant we have operated under the program 
for 9 years. We understand that if we get our labels approved prior 
to using, which is the regulation, we won’t have any trouble in that 
respect. 

The reason we would like to have “knowingly” in there, is because 
there could be some things done by employees or friends of the em- 
ployees to our product unbeknown to us, and those things would be 
spotted out and picked out and people tipped off, and then you could 
have some reaction to somebody who was trying to get even with 
management or somebody in the management or the or ganization, we 
might not need the services of some employee who was a friend of 
someone else who could do very much harm. That is going into detail 
but you want to know why we want “knowingly and willfully” in 
there and that is the reason why we want it in there. 

Mr. McIntire. On the other hand, of course, from the administra- 
tive responsibility there is the problem of having all of the evidence 
related to “knowingly” before you can move in and correct something, 
so there are pr oblems on both sides. 

Mr. Kumer. Let me just say this: If some little something has gone 
wrong on the voluntary program, our inspector calls attention to 
management and we can correct it right there. We have worked for 
9 years doing that. We still feel that we ought to have that same 
privilege. We do not want the inspector to report to his area super- 
visor and the area supervisor to the Department of Agriculture and 
then start an injunction on us when we do not know anything about it. 
If we have that knowledge beforehand, I think we can protect the con- 
sumer quicker. 

We can correct it in our plants sooner, an#I think it will work for 
the efficiency of the program if we had it in there where we were to be 
notified to correct the thing. 

Some of the bills give that provision now. 

Mr. McIntire. Yo es, they do. 

Mr. Kumrr. Which we feel is good for the consumer as it is for the 
individual plant. 

Mr. Warts. As I understand it, you would insist that the Depart- 
ment notify the processor of any derelictions that he might be engaged 
in, and that a conference be arr: anged to see if those m: atters could be 
worked out without the necessity of a criminal prosecution. 

Mr. Kumpe. That is right. You Congressmen have the same thing. 
You have in your organization people working here and you are down 
here this morning. You do not know particularly what they are 
doing. You have employed them with the confidence that. they are 
going to do right, but sometimes—you know Jesus Christ made one 
mistake in 12—and so I don’t think we are any better, and if we hire 
190 people, we are certain our percentage is not going to be any better. 

That is the reason we want “knowingly” in there. 
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Mr. Warts. I think it is only reasonable that the Department should 
certainly give notice and an opportunity to straighten the matter out 
without criminal prosecution if it can be worked that way. Any other 
statements, sir ? 

Mr. Kumpre. I believe not. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Hawks, do you have a statement? 

Mr. Hawks. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. HAWKS, GENERAL MANAGER OF THE 
ARKANSAS POULTRY FEDERATION 


Mr. Hawks. Mr. Chairman, our statement is generally in agreement 
with the 2 that were previously reported, and I would merely like to 
point out 1 paragraph in which we are particularly interested and I 
would like tor ead that. 

This is page 3, sir, line 3: “One of the points is the position of the 
industry within the structure of USDA. 

“The poultry industry is a proud industry—it is definitely big busi- 
ness and as different from red meats as red meats are from fish or fish 
products. It is an everchanging, highly sensitive, efficient industry. 
Therefore, the size and other characteristics of the poultry industry 
not only merit but warrant a status unto itself to permit complete co- 
ordination between inspection and grading.” 

I bring that point out in view of questions that were asked yesterday 
on how we felt about a poultry industry branch or a poultry branch 
which coordinated inspection and grading, sir. 

Mr. Warts. As I understand your position then, you do not want 
to be made a part of any other branch? 

Mr. Hawks. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Warts. You want to be independent and you are willing to leave 
it up to the Secretary of Agriculture where he places you. 

Mr. Hawks. Yes, sir, we have ¢ complete confidence in him. 

Mr. Warts. Is that all, sir? 

Mr. Hawks. That is all, sir. 

(Mr. Hawks’ complete statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ARKANSAS POULTRY FEDERATION BY CHARLES D. Hawks, 
GENERAL MANAGER 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am Charles D. Hawks, general 
manager of the Arkansas Poultry Federation, a nonprofit organization of growers, 
flock owners, feed manufacturers and dealers, processors, and hatcherymen 
numbering nearly 3,000. Our members hatched, grew, and processed nearly 80 
million of the 100 million broilers produced in Arkansas during 1956. Many of 
our members are in commercial egg production and derive considerable cash farm 
income from the sale of nonproducing hens. The poultry industry of Arkansas is 
our second largest source of cash farm income. In Arkansas, as in other States, 
the broiler and turkey industries have utilized new techniques and developments 
in a continuing pattern of efficient breeding, feeding, and processing to produce 
still higher quality products at low cost to the consumer. 

The gigantic broiler industry has been instrumental in raising the poultry 
industry to the third largest source of cash farm income nationally vielding 
nearly $4 billionininecome. It is natural, during its growth, to have encountered 
problems which represent a challenge to our industry. Of paramount importance 
now is the adoption of a sound and practical compulsory inspection program to 
give the consumer added assurance of product reliability. 
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Arkansas uses and has used for many years, the voluntary high standards of 
inspection and grading available through the excellent services of the Poultry 
Branch of Agricultural Marketing Service. Arkansas processes far more than 
the national average of poultry processed under inspection. We believe in 
uniform high standards for wholesomeness and quality products. 

In analyzing the bills before the Poultry and Dgg Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Agriculture, we ask that several points be kept foremost in the 
planning. One of these points is the position of the poultry industry within the 
structure of the United States Department of Agriculture. The poultry industry 
is a proud industry—it is definitely big business and as different from red meats 
as red meats are from fish or fish products. It is an ever-changing, highly sensi- 
tive, efficient industry. Therefore, the size and other characteristics of the 
poultry industry not only merit but warrant a status unto itself to permit com- 
plete coordination between inspection and grading. 

The second point concerns the effective date of compulsory inspection for whole- 
someness. Such legislation must be designed to permit an orderly changeover 
with as little disruption in trade channels as possible. During the transition, a 
reasonable time must be allowed to formulate a sound program by governmental 
agencies as well as an opportunity for the poultry industry to accomplish the 
necessary changes. 

We believe an effective date of January 1, 1958, with inspection mandatory on 
July 1, 1958, to be realistic and practical. We must bear in mind that the transi- 
tion from noninspected to inspected processed poultry and poultry products must 
not place, for example, on frozen poultry products or on processed poultry being 
held in refrigerated storage, at a disadvantage because of circumstances created 
by abrupt change. 

Fourth, we believe the Secretary of Agriculture should have authorization for 
cooperative arrangements which may be available and satisfactory for the ef- 
fective operation of the law at State or local level provided such agencies meet 
established requirements. 

Fifth, requirements for inspection (ante mortem and post mortem, or both) 
can best serve the interests of consumers and the poultry industry by being 
discretionary with the Secretary. The rapid advances that have marked the 
growth of the poultry industry in the past resulting in lowered cost to the con- 
sumer need not be destroyed by unnecessary and costly ante mortem examina- 
tions which, excepting in cases obvious to qualified inspectors, serve no useful 
purpose. Post mortem examination will disclose a satisfactory diagnosis of 
wholesomeness and is, in fact, the only real test. 

Sixth, we believe that violations must be knowingly committed. Cireum- 
stances beyond knowledge of commission are possible and alleged offenders 
should be given notice and hearing. 

Seventh, specific appropriations and a definite establishment of responsibility 
for costs of such items as overtime are necessary. Since the poultry industry 
inspection program serves everyone, the cost should be from public funds. In 
the case of overtime, if at the request of the inspection service, it should be by 
the Government. 

We object to provisions of H. R. 12, H. R. 377, R. R. 899, H. R. 4357, H. R. 
5398, H. R. 5403, and H. R. 5489 for three or more of the foregoing points. 

We fully endorse H. R. 514, H. R. 767 or H. R. 5463 as meeting all the require- 
ments of consumers and the poultry industry. We are confident that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture will utilize existing facilities with the same confidence our 
poultry industry has placed in them. 

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity of presenting our views before the 
committee. The problem is of tremendous importance to us and we know each 
of you are as sincere and objective as we have tried to be. We have the utmost 
faith that your recommendations will be to the best interests of our consumers 
and your constituents. 


Mr. Warts. I thank both of you very much. 

Is Mr. Theodore Schluderberg present ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Al Gibson, of the Georgia Poultry Federation, Gainesville, Ga. ? 

Come around, Mr. Gibson. We are delighted to have you with us 
this morning. 
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STATEMENT OF ALBERT R. GIBSON, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
GEORGIA POULTRY FEDERATION, GAINESVILLE, GA. 


Mr. Gisson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Albert R. Gibson. I am from Gainesville, Ga., and I am the 
executive secretary of the Georgia Poultry Federation, an organiza- 
tion consisting of over 1,000 members and associate members from all 
segments of Geor gia’s vé ist poultry industry. 

Georgia has, for the past 4 years, been the leading broiler-producing 
State in the Nation. During 1955 we produced 177,642,000 broilers 
valued at $125,284,000. In 1956 we produced 222 million broilers at 
at value of almost $130 million. Conservative estimates of the num- 
ber of steady employees working in the broiler industry in Georgia 
runs at about 25,000, of whom about 6,000 are in the processing seg- 
ment of the industry. Our production in broilers is well over twice 
that of the second-lar gest producing State. 

Since its organization in 1951, the Georgia Poultry Federation has 
been actively ‘interested in helping Georgia farmers to produce and 
market top-quality broilers. For this purpose, we have worked with 
many of the Nation’s best authorities to obtain the best possible strains 
of chicks and to develop the most efficient management practices in the 
field. 

As of this date, we have five diagnostic laboratories, located in 
strategic areas, which work with our poultry growers to insure 
healthy flocks. 

In order to market this large large production of chicken meat, our 
processors have continued to modernize their plants so as to give the 
consuming public the finest chicken that can be bought. The fact that 
our production of marketed broilers has grown from 67,982,000 broil- 
ers in 1950 to over 222 million broilers in 1956 is evidence that the 
American homemaker has approved of our methods. 

We of Georgia are vitally interested in an inspection program that 
will increase the contidence of the buying public in the high quality of 
our poultry. We feel, in view of modern trends, that such a program 
is necessary to the continued success of our industry, which is so vital 
to the agricultural income of our State. 

However, we feel that the program enacted must be one that will 
safeguard the consuming public without raising the costs of poultry 
to the consumer out of reason with the value of the inspection to be 
performed. 

Our industry is a service industry. Our present and our future de- 
pends upon faithful and healthful service to the consuming public of 
the nation. We urgently request the favorable consideration by this 
committee of the inspection program as outlined in bills H. R. 514, 
767, and 5463. 

We are particularly interested in two features of these bills which 
did not appear in the recommendations made by the Department of 
te ‘ulture : 

That the section on penalties contain the word “knowingly.” 
Ow: processors ure conscientious people who are willing to assume the 
responsibility of their operations: however, they feel that this will 
give them some protection against possible accidental or willful acts 
of destruction by disgruntled people. 
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2. We feel that the permissive date on which a plant can obtain 
the service should be January 1, 1958. The mandatory date, July 1, 
1958. We concur with the thinking that the Department of Agricul- 
ture should be allowed to receive appropriations at the earliest possi- 
ble date, so as to begin building for the job ahead, but we do not think 
that any plants should be allowed to come under the provisions of 
the bill before January 1, 1958, 

It is our considered opinion that the enactment of such a program 
for poultry inspection will best serve both the consuming public and 
the farmer. 

We would like to express our thanks to this committee for the 
opportunity of presenting our views on this important legislation. 

Mr. Warts. We thank you very much for this fine statement. I 
have a question I would like to ask you. 

I believe it was the day before yesterday when the Department testi- 
fied that they felt there ought to be a provision in the bill to grant 
exemptions under certain conditions not to extend beyond 1960. — 

Have you any thought along that line? 

Mr. Ginson. Well, sir, as I remmeber that, I think that was if the De- 
partment were unable to supply inspectors, and we think that that is 
reasonable, yes, sir. 

Mr. Watts. Have you any questions, Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. Johnson ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. I missed the first part of your statement. 

13 Georgia the first in the production of poultry ? 

ifr. Grsson. Broilers, yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. I don’t know whether you have been asked this or 
not, but I think most of the other witnesses have been asked this. 

The Department has made a revision of 377. The committee would 
like to have you look over 377 as it has been amended and prepare a 
statement of whether you agree or disagree. 

Mr. Gieson. All right, sir. We worked with Dr. Carpenter on that 
a little yesterday afternoon. Would you like to have a separate state- 
ment from the Georgia Poultry Association ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Just a statement following your statement which you 
put in the record now. 

Mr. Gizson. We are working with those folks in the statement that 
will be turned in. 

Mr. Warts. That is fine. 

In other words, you understand the problems of the committee. We 
have to take something as a framework. 

We can’t work a little while on one and a little while on the other and 
since the Department has indicated its approval of 377 we would like 
industry to tell us what is wrong with 377. 

I am sure you can find something wrong with it, but we would 
like to know what it is. ; 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir, we are working with them, if that suits this 
committee. 

Mr. Warts. Fine. If it is going to be a cooperative statement with 
reference to 377, that would be much simpler and easier for the com- 
mittee to understand than for each of you to try to make a separate 
statement. 

Thank you, sir. 
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Mr. Grrson. Thank you, sir. 
(The following supplemental brief of the Georgia Poultry Federa- 
ation was submitted to the subcommittee :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF OF THE GEORGIA POULTRY FEDERATION ON H. R. 377 


After a review of the comparative print of H. R. 377 showing amendments 
recommended by the Department of Agriculture, we find that we are in agreement 
with many of the Department’s recommendations and opposed to some. 

We submit, for your consideration, the following points of disagreement, in 
order of their appearance in the testimony submitted by the Department: 

(1) Section 4, entitled “Designation,” we prefer language limiting the Secre- 
tary’s authority to major consuming areas and requiring that public hearings be 
ealled only “upon application of appropriate State or local official or of appro- 
priate poultry industry group.” This amendment to H. R. 377 would require the 
substitution of “major consuming area” for “city or area” and the plurals 
thereof wherever they appear in the bill. 

2) In section 5, entitled “Inspection,” in place of lines 20 and 21 on page 3 
of the USDA’s comparative testimony, we prefer the following: ‘conducted, make 
such examination, inspection (ante mortem, post mortem, or both) and reinspec- 
tion as he deems necessary of * * *.” 

(3) In section 8, “Prohibited Acts,” at the beginning of subsection (c) and (d), 
we strongly urge reinstatement of the world “knowingly.” 

(4) In section 12, “Penalties,” page 10, line 3, we recommend insertion of the 
word “knowingly” after the word, ‘“‘who,” and before the word, “violates,” or 
other suitable language to eliminate the danger of a plant owner being criminally 
prosecuted for alleged violations of which he had no knowledge. In view of the 
severity of the penalties for violations, we feel that this will give some protection 
against accidental or willful acts of destruction by enemies of the industry. 

We feel that section 12 should also provide for an exemption for carriers 
similar to that in section 18 of H. R. 514 and H. R. 767. 

(5) In section 15, “Exemptions,” we favor USDA’s recommended change in 
subsection (3) under subsection (a) but recommend additional clarifying 
language with regard to exemptions on the products processed in an exempted 
plant prior to the termination of the exemption; that is, to provide for exemp- 
tions on all products processed by the exempted plant, including those which 
may be frozen and placed in storage for several months before being sold to the 
consumer. 

(6) In section 19, “Cost of inspection,” we prefer the wording contained in 
section 20 of H. R. 514, H. R. 767, and H. R. 5463. We do not think the processor 
should be required to pay for overtime work performed by inspectors except 
such overtime performed at the processor’s request. Neither do we think he 
should be required to pay premium rates for all holidays which are currently 
or may in the future be designated by the Government. 

(7) In section 23, “Effective date,’ page 20, line 18, we urge deletion of 
the words, “upon enactment,” and substitution therefor of the following: “Janu- 
ary 1,1958.” Itis our understanding that the Department of Agriculture is agree- 
able to having this as the permissive date on which a plant can obtain the service. 
We concur in the thinking that the Department should receive appropriations at 
the earliest possible date so as to begin the recruitment and training of inspectors 
and other personnel needed to carry out the provisions of the act. 

In the interests of brevity, we will not comment on the remaining provisions 
of H. R. 377, as amended and recommended by the Department of Agriculture, 
as we believe them to be generally in agreement with what we consider to be 
necessary for a practical and adequate program of mandatory inspection of 
poultry for wholesomeness. We respectfully urge your favorable consideration 
of the above changes in the recommendations of the Department of Agriculture 
which we feel are essential to an orderly transition from voluntary to successful 
mandatory inspection of poultry. 


Mr. Warts. Is Mr. Shaw of the Safeway Stores present ? 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Warts. Mr. Paul Willima, executive secretary of the South- 
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STATEMENT OF PAUL WILLIAMS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, SOUTH- 
EASTERN POULTRY & EGG ASSOCIATION, RICHMOND, VA. 


Mr. Witx1aMs. I would like to have my vice president, Mr. Paul 
G. Thomas, come up with me. 

Mr. Warts. You are certainly welcome. 

Give your names to the reporter and your official position. 

Mr. WiriuraMs. I am J. Paul Williams, executive secretary, South- 
eastern Poultry & Egg Association. 

This is Mr. Paul G. Thomas, Sumpter, S. C., who is vice president, 
and also has a statement for the South Carolina Turkey Federation 
on this matter. 

Our president, M. L. H. Bagwell, who would have given a state- 
ment could not be with us and therefore I am giving it for him. 

Our offices are located in Richmond, Va. 

Having identified myself, I will just begin with the second sentence 
in my statement. 

Represented in our association are some 5,000 broiler, turkey and 
egg producers, hatcherymen, feed manufacturers and dealers and 
poultry processors in a 10-State area which included Virginia, West 
Virginia, the Carolinas, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, 
Tennessee, and Kentucky. 

Five of the 10 leading broiler producing States in the Nation are 
located in this area, as well as the third ranking State in turkey 
production—the State of Virginia. 

I might add there in our area we produce some 12 million turkeys, 
which is about 20 percent, pretty close to 20 percent of the national 
total. 

Last year some 563 million broilers were grown on farms in the 
Southeast, representing 47 percent—approximately one-half—of the 
total production in the 22 major broiler-producing States which the 
United States Department of Agriculture reports was about 1,193 
million birds. 

The Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association from the time of its 
organization in 1947 has actively promoted the adoption of farm and 
processing plant management practices which would place in the 
consumer’s hands a product of highest quality and wholesomeness. 

Poultry processors in the South and elsewhere have spent millions 
of dollars modernizing their plants and installing stainless steel 
equipment to make them as sanitary as the homemaker’s kitchen. 

The phenomenal growth of the broiler industry and the rapid rise 
in the per capita consumption of broiler chicken—from 4.88 pounds 
in 1945 to 16 pounds in 1956—is certainly a good indication that the 
industry as a whole has done an excellent job on its own initiative 
without a mandatory poultry inspection program. 

I believe I can say without fear of contradiction that the broiler 
industry has done a better job than any other agricultural group in 
providing the consuming public with a nourishing, delicious meat 
product at budget prices. 

No other farm group has been so quick to adapt the findings of 
research in breeding, feeding, disease control, and management to 
improve their production efficiency and the quality of their product. 
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To illustrate my point, in 1988 it took an average of 4.2 pounds 
of feed to produce a pound of broiler meat and it took approximately 
12 weeks to produce a 3-pound broiler. 

Today it 1s not uncommon for large flocks of broilers to be grown 
out to 3-pound weights in 814 weeks on 2.5 pounds of feed per pound 
of broiler. 

Furthermore the finished birds are far superior to those produced in 
1938 in body conformation, fat distribution and tenderness. The con- 
sumer has reaped the benefit in a superior product at a saving in 
price. This has been accomplished during a period of rising costs of 
production items and without Government price supports even though 
the major cost item in broiler production—feed grains—is supported 
by the Government. 

While we in the Southeast are in favor of a poultry inspection pro- 
gram which will give adequate assurance to the consumer that the 
poultry and poultry products she buys are entirely wholesome, we are 
anxious that the legislation enacted permit the institution of a prac- 
tical inspection service that will not unnecessarily burden an indus- 
try which is doing such a marvelous job under a free enterprise system. 

We are equally concerned that the mandatory inspection program 
not unduly penalize the homemaker in increased prices which will re- 
sult from increased processing costs. 

These could be astronomical if the legislation enacted so restricts 
the Department of Agriculture that it could not adopt more efficient 
inspection practices which experience and research may warrant 
from time to time. 

We believe it should be clearly understood by the members of this 
committee that no national emergency exists in this matter as was im- 
plied by certain groups in their testimony given before the Senate and 
House committees last year. It is freely admitted that sanitation prac- 
tices in some plants have been somewhat less than satisfactory and 
we as an association some 2 years ago urged adoption of the United 
States Public Health Service model sanitation code to correct this 
condition. 

However, as was pointed out at the hearings last year, there have 
been no reports of any appreciable number of illnesses from eating 

oultry products and those reported were apparently due to mishand- 
ling of the product after it left the processing plant. 

This will happen with many other foods, as has been pointed out by 
other witnesses. 

The tremendous increase in consumer acceptance of poultry and 
poultry products in recent years, I believe, substantiates these state- 
ments. 

For these and other reasons we will cite, we of the Southeastern As- 
sociation, urge upon this committee the most serious consideration of 
inspection legislation that will permit some latitude in the mechanics 
of the inspection service, placing the responsibility for specific pro- 
cedures to be followed in the hands of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

No one as yet has any real conception of what may be involved in 
ante mortem inspection, what may be accomplished by it, the amount 
of such inspection that will be necessary, where and how such inspec- 
tion can best be done, or what bearing such inspection, if it is found 
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to be desirable, will have on the procedures now in effect for post 
mortem examinations under USDA’s voluntary inspection program. 

If more efficient procedures can be found to make an adequate in- 
spection than are presently visualized, we believe you will agree that 
the Secretary should be allowed to use his discretion in adopting 
such practices which could result in tremendous saving to the tax- 
payers and American consumers. 

We believe also that it is of the utmost importance that the effec- 
tive date of legislation enacted take into account the fact that ir- 
reparable damage could be done to a great industry and to the Ameri- 
can public unless a reasonable time is allowed for both the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and the industry to prepare for the service. 

Rules and regulations must be drawn up, hundreds of inspectors 
must be trained, and many processors must obtain official approval of 
their plants before service can be provided on a nationwide scale. 

To allow some plants to receive the service immediately upon en- 
actment of a bill while denying it to others either because the Depart- 
ment was unable to supply the inspectors or because the plant had not 
been able to meet all the requirements of the service, however trivial, 
not only would constitute a gross injustice but could create a chaotic 
condition in many large production areas which might find it im- 
possible to move their products to market. 

Broilers are a perishable item, over 80 percent of which are ice 
packed and must be moved to consumer channels immediately. May 
we also point out that they cannot be held on the farm without great 
loss to the producer. 

While none of the proposed bills mandatorily requires a plant to 
come under the law before July 1, 1958, several of them would permit 
plants able to obtain the service to do so upon enactment of the legis- 
lation. Should a bill be passed containing this provision in its pres- 
ent form, it is expected that as soon as the bill is enacted, many of 
the large food distributors and major consuming areas will immediate- 
ly demand a USDA-inspected product, thereby effectively closing 
the door to a sizable volume of perfectly good poultry moving through 
plants unable, for a period of time, to obtain USDA inspection. 

Visualize, if you will, the hardship that will be imposed on farmers 
supplying broilers to plants faced with such a dilemma. 

When the gravity of the cost-price squeeze that the broiler and 
turkey industries have been experiencing in the past 12 months is fully 
appreciated, I am sure you will agree that if this whole matter of in- 
spection is not handled in a judicious manner it could spell disaster 
for thousands of farm people who have no other means of livelihood. 

This is particularly true in the southeastern area of the country 
which produces almost 50 percent of the Nation’s total supply of 
broilers, the type of poultry which will be most affected by the legis- 
lation being considered. The impact would again be felt by the con- 
sumers of poultry in higher prices at the market place. 

In addition to a realistic effective date and provisions for sufficient 
latitude in the mechanics of the inspection procedure which will per- 
mit the Secretary of Agriculture to utilize improved techniques as 
they are developed, we respectfully urge your serious consideration 
of several other points which we believe are basic to a sound and 
workable inspection program: 
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First. Provisions for an appropriation of funds to the Department 
of Agriculture to finance the inspection program, including such funds 
as are needed to promulgate rules and regulations and begin the 
training of inspectors upon enactment of the legislation. 

Second. Authorization for the Secretary to avail himself of the 
services of State or local government employees, wherever he deter- 
mines practicable, in carrying out the provisions of the act, thereby 
reducing the cost to taxpayers and enabling the Department to furnish 
inspection to all eligible plants at the earliest practicable date. 

In this connection, we would recommend that the definition of an 
inspector not specify that he must be a Federal employee. 

Third. Authorization for the Secretary to determine, at his dis- 
cretion, which branch of the Department of Agriculture should be 
given the responsibility for administering the inspection service. 

Fourth. Authorization for the Secretary, after public hearing at 
the request of an appropriate State or loc ‘al authority or appropriate 
industry group, to designate major consuming areas which would be 
subject to provisions of the act and to grant such exemptions as he 
determines practicable. 

Fifth. Provision that the processing plant will be required to pay 
only for the overtime work performed by inspectors at the request of 
the processor. 

Sixth. Inclusion of terminology in the Penalties Section to safe- 
guard plant owners against criminal prosecution for alleged violations 
of which he had no knowledge and without notification of the alleged 
offense. 

Several of the bills before you contain most of the provisions cited 
above. However, we believe that three of the bills—H. R. 514, H. R, 
767, and H. R, 5463—more ne: irly fit the needs of the industry and 
the public welfare. We are confident that you will exercise your 
good judgment in reporting out a bill that will serve the best interests 
of all concerned. 

We appreciate the opportunity given us to present the views of the 
poultry industry in the Southeast on this vital matter. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Williams, we thank you very much for this ex- 
cellent statement. I assume that you are cooperating with the other 
group that is going to give usa sts itement on 377 ? 

Mr. Witu1aMs. Yes, sir, we are. We have reviewed it, gone over it 
ourselves, but not in complete detail, but we will either file a supple- 
mentary statement or we will do it cooperatively with the other groups. 

Mr. Warts. I noticed in one of the bills, 514, I believe it was, a pro- 
vision that the transporter of poultry is not subject to prosecution 
unless he had some reason to know that the poultry had not been 
inspected. 

Do you have any comment on that ? 

Mr. WitutaMs. You have reference to the carrier? 

Mr. Warts. The carrier, ves, sir. 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. Yes, sir, I think that that is something that should 
be in this legislation. It should exempt him from having to make an 
inspection on it himself to determine whether or not it is wholesome. 

Mr. Warts. As I followed the statement of the Department the other 
day, in marketing practice I believe I am correct in saying that they 
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said the outside container did not have to be marked but the inner 
containers did. 

Did you get that from their statement ? 

Mr. Wiuuiams, No, sir. I got this from it, that if they have the 
complete detailed information on individually wrapped packages on 
the inside, that the outer package, the shipping container which they 
define somewhat differently, they do not define it as a shipping con- 
tainer but the immediate container would then only have to contain the 
inspection mark and the plant number. 

I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Warts. I believe their testimony did encompass the marking 
outside the package so the carrier would know it was inspected poultry. 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that the sepa- 
rate articles inside the big cartons, where they were properly labeled 
it was not necessary to label the outside ? 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. No, not the full details. Just the inspection mark 
and number. 

Mr. Jounson. The carrier would have knowledge then if he could 
read that the package had been inspected or was not inspected ? 

Mr. Wiuu1aMs. Yes, sir; he would have that knowledge. 

Mr. Warrts. I notice on page 5 at the bottom of your statement you 
say this: 

In this connection we would recommend that the definition of an inspector 
not specify that he be made a Federal employee. 

Could you elaborate on that a little for me? 

Mr. Wrii1ams. What I mean there is if he were able to use a State 
or local government official, particularly in some of the plants where 
it might be a seasonal operation, to effectuate the purposes of the act, 
that although he might be delegated—I mean he would be under the 
supervision of the Federal program, he might be a State or local 
government employee. 

Mr. Warts. Would you want him paid by the Federal Government 
or the State ? 

Mr. Wriu1aMs. I do not know how that would work out in adminis- 
tration, but I would assume that the Federal Government would re- 
imburse the State or local government for such services as were 
rendered by that person. 

Mr. Warts. I assume that your statement on page 5, No. 1, covers 
the theory that the Department should be permitted to have an appro- 
priation immediately so they could begin to formulate their plans. 

Mr. WirtaMs. Yes, sir, we would very much like to see that happen. 

Mr. Warrs. What has been the additional cost to the consumer as a 
result of the voluntary inspection program ? 

Mr. WituiAMs. I don’t know that anybody has any definite answer 
on that, sir; and I am sure I could not tell with any adequate assurance 
that I was giving you the correct figure. I have heard everything 
from 1 to 2,21% cents a pound. 

Mr. Warts. 1 to 2 or 214 cents a pound? 

Mr. Wituiams. Yes, sir; I think it runs 1 to 2, is what they have 
indicated. 

Mr. Warrs. It has resulted in some increase ? 





| 
| 
| 
| 








INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 133 


Mr. Witu1aMs. It has resulted in some increase. 

Mr. Warts. In the cost of poultry. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, i might comment on that point, as 
was testified to here yesterday, that the cost remains 50 cents per 
1,000 pounds. 

Mr. WititaMs. 50 cents a thousand ? 

Mr. McIntire. $1.50 a thousand pounds. 

Mr. WiuiiAMs. I assume, Congressman, that that referred only to 
the actual cost of the inspector and not the actual cost of the operation 
of the plant, which is an additional cost in the total operation. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, there would be considerable other costs 
in requiring the plant to come up to certain standards, additional 
equipment, maybe more space and different facilities that would all 
have to be added into the cost. 

Mr. Wriui1ams. That is right, and the speed of the line, the amount 
of production that could be gotten out of the plant. If it please the 
committee, while Mr. Thomas is here, he has a brief statement. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Johnson has a question. 

Mr. Jounson. Did you say 47 percent of the broilers were raised 
in the area that your association represents ? 

Mr. Wu1aMs. Forty-seven percent of the 22 State total of the 
major consuming areas, that there are a few more in other areas, three 
or four million outside of those 22 States. 

Mr. Jounson. Your area really represents pretty near half of the 
industry as far as broilers are concerned ? 

Mr. Wittt1aMs. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. What percentage are now receiving voluntary in- 
spection in your area ? 

Mr. Wintiams. What was the question, sir ? 

Mr. Jounson. What percentage of the processors that handle this 
47 percent are now having the voluntary inspection ? 

Mr. WituiaMs. I do not have the figures on that. 

Mr. Jonnson. Could you give us an estimate ? 

Mr. Wiru1aMs. There are a great majority of them that do not, that 
are not under the voluntary program. 

Mr. Jounson. You don’t think the majority of them are now re- 
ceiving the inspection ? 

Mr. WriuiaMs. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. Would you say 25 percent ? 

Mr. Wi1aMms. I would say that would be nearer correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. So that is the area of the country that is going to 
have to get ready for it more than some of the other areas? 

Mr. Writs. Yes, sir; I would think so. 

Mr. Warts. Allright. Thank you. 

(Supplemental statement submitted by Southeastern Poultry and 
Egg Association follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF THE SOUTHEASTERN PouLtry & EaG@ ASSOCIATION 


Upon reviewing the provisions of H. R. 377 as amended by the United States 
Department of Agriculture, we find ourselves in substantial agreement with 
many of the Department’s recommendations, neutral on some, and opposed to 
others. 
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The points of disagreement are as follows (in the order of their appearance 
in the bill) : - 

(1) In section 4, entitled “Designation,” we prefer language limiting the Secre- 
tary’s authority to major consuming areas and requiring that public hearings be 
called only “upon application of appropriate State or local official or of appro- 
priate poultry industry group.” This amendment to H. R. 377 would require 
the substitution of “major consuming area” for “city or area” and the plurals 
thereof wherever they appear in the bill. 

(2) In section 5, entitled “Inspection,” in place of lines 20 and 21 on page 3 
of United States Department of Agriculture’s comparative print, we prefer the 
following: “conducted, make such examination, inspection (ante mortem, post 
mortem, or both) and reinspection as he determines necessary of.” 

(3) In section 8, “Prohibited acts,” at the beginning of sub-sections (c) and 
(d), we recommend reinstatement of the word, “knowingly.” 

(4) In section 12, “Penalties,” page 10, line 8, we recommend insertion of 
the word “knowingly” after the word, “who,” and before the word, ‘violates,” or 
other suitable language to eliminate the danger of a plant owner being crimi- 
nally prosecuted for alleged violations of which he had no knowledge. 

In our opinion, section 12 should also provide for an exemption for carriers 
similar to that in section 13 of H. R. 514 and H. R. 767. 

(5) In section 15, “Exemptions,” we favor United States Department of 
Agriculture’s recommended change in subsection (3) under subsection (a) but 
recommend additional clarifying language with regard to exemptions on the 
products processed in an exempted plant prior to the termination of the exemp- 
tion ; that is, to provide for exemptions on all products processed by the exempted 
plant, including those which may be frozen and placed in storage for several 
months before being sold to the consumer. 

(6) In section 19, “Cost of Inspection,” we prefer the wording contained in 
section 20 of H. R. 514, H. R. 767 and H. R. 5463. We do not think the processor 
should be required to pay for overtime work performed by inspectors except 
such overtime performed at the processor’s request. Neither do we think he 
should be required to pay premium rates for all holidays which are currently 
or may in the future be designated by the Government. 

(7) In section 23, “Effective Date,” page 20, line 18, we strongly urge deletion 
of the words, “upon enactment,” and substitution therefor of the following: 
“January 1, 1958.” It is our understanding the Department of Agriculture looks 
favorably upon this, and perhaps an even more extended timelag in the effective 
date provided funds are made available as soon as possible to promulgate rules 
and regulations and to begin the recruitment and training of inspectors and 
other personnel needed to carry out the provisions of the Act. We favor such 
funds being appropriated. 

For the sake of brevity, we will refrain from commenting on the remaining 
provisions in H. R. 377, as amended and recommended by the Department of 
Agriculture, believing them to be generally acceptable and conducive to a prac- 
tical and adequate program of mandatory inspection of poultry for wholesome- 
ness. We respectfully urge your favorable consideration of the points listed 
above which, in our considered judgment after many months of study of this 
vital legislation, are essential to an orderly transition from a voluntary to a 
mandatory poultry inspection service. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL G. THOMAS, VICE PRESIDENT, 
SOUTHEASTERN POULTRY & EGG ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Tuomas. I am Paul Thomas, a turkey grower, breeder, 
hatcheryman, and processor from South Carolin: a—the 12th ranking 
turkey producing State in the Nation—which produces annually some 
1,300,000 turkeys. I am officially representing the South Carolina 
Turkey Federation and the Sumter, S. C., Chamber of Commerce. 

I have been personally connected with the several m: ajor phases of 
turkey production for over 30 years, and I feel that I know many of 
the industry’s good points as well as a number of its problems. 

IT am presently engaged in growing about 100,000 turkeys a year 
and processing about 140,000, which I market in a frozen oven-re: ady 
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state primarily on the East Coast from Miami to Boston, plus op- 
erating my breeder and hatchery business. : eas 

Frankly, I think the industry has done an outstanding job of supply- 
ing the American public with a wholesome, nutritious product at 
reasonable prices and without Government supports or controls. 
Turkey is now recognized as the highest protein meat with a very low 
fat content. 

It is one of the safest and most desirable meat protein foods avail- 
able and is so recognized by many doctors and health authorities. 
Its use as a dieting food is growing rapidly in addition to its ever in- 
creasing use as an everyday meat. Today it is about the lowest cost 
meat protein on the market, and in reach of practically every pocket- 
book. 

We in South Carolina and the Southeastern area have long been 
concerned with giving the consumer the best product possible as that 
is the only way we can honestly and successfully compete for a reason- 
able share of the food-dollar. 

I might point out here that the Southeastern area was the first to 
convert almost altogether to a full-dressed oven-ready turkey. 

In making this changeover from the New York-dressed bird, we 
recognized our added responsibility to the public, and we feel that we 
have done a good job of processing under sanitary conditions even 
though we have not been under a compulsory Federal inspection 
program. 

However, since there seem to be good reasons for setting up a Federal 
compulsory-inspection service to give complete assurance to the con- 
sumer that all poultry products are wholesome, we would welcome a 
sound, practicable and adequate inspection service. We are vitally 
concerned that the legislation enacted on this subject take into consid- 
eration the importance of this industry to the Nation’s food supply and 
that a practicable and adequate bill be passed. 

Even under the most reasonable legislation many of the small 
processing plants in our area now affording good markets to the pro- 
ducers and also furnishing wholesome and reasonably priced meat to 
the consumers will need sufficient time to adjust their operations to 
United States Department of Agriculture specifications. 

We think it is desirable and in the interest of all concerned, includ- 
ing consumers, that as many of these small plants and businesses be 
preserved as possible. 

There are a number of basic principles we feel should be given most 
serious consideration in the adoption of any mandatory inspection 
measure by the Congress. Since these will be spelled out in detail in 
the testimony of the Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association, of 
which I am first vice president, I am going to confine my remarks 
here to only 1 or 2 major points which are of major concern to the 
turkey industry in my own State of South Carolina, which would also 
be applicable to most other turkey production areas. 

I would like to point out here that there is a little difference between 
the turkey operations than there is in the chickens. Practically all 
turkeys are processed, frozen and stored for a period of one month to 
at least six months, and quite often as long as 12 to 18 months. Even 
though they are consumed more on a year-round basis than ever before, 
a high percentage of the total production is still consumed during the 
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several holiday seasons, thus requiring that they be stored for a con- 
siderable length of time until they are consumed. 

Should the legislation take effect too quickly, even on a voluntary 
basis, it is likely that our markets would demand a federally inspected 
product to the exclusion of all other turkeys and/or poultry. The 
turkeys that we had in storage at that time were inspected of course 
and those that we would necessarily have to process in the period 
before the Department of Agriculture could furnish us the inspection 
service, would most probably have to be sold at a substantial sacrifice. 

Few could afford to take such a loss at any time, and especially 
under the present economic conditions in the industry. 

Due to the fact that turkey processing for the most part is either a 
seasonal or intermittent type of operation, our industry feels that the 
Secretary of Agriculture should have authority to make use of State 
or local government inspection personnel, wherever feasible, in the 
Federal inspection service. This provision would enable the Depart- 
ment to furnish the inspection to the industry more quickly and would 
also reduce the cost of inspection to the taxpayers. 

With these and other considerations covered in the Southeastern 
Poultry and Egg Association brief in mind, we would like to urge this 
committee to report out an inspection bill which will accomplish the 
purpose of providing adequate protection to the processing plant em- 
ployee and the consuming public while, at the same time, allowing in- 
dustry to produce this wholesome product at a reasonable cost, both 
to the homemaker and the taxpayer. 

While most of the bills before you contain many good features with 
which we have no argument, we feel that the provisions of H. R. 514, 
H. R. 767 and H. R. 5463 more nearly fulfill the needs of all concerned. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your time. 

Mr. Wartrs. Thank you for this statement. 

Mr. McIntire has a question I think he wants to ask. 

Mr. MoIniire. Mr. Williams, we have had appearing before our 
committee the Northeast Poultry Producers Council and the South- 
east which you represent, the Southwest. Could I ask if you could 
give us some idea of what portion of the poultry processing industry 
of the country is represented in this general area which has been repre- 
sented through these witnesses or these three groups? 

Mr. Wirurams. That would be a guess but I would say probably 
75 percent would be a conservative estimate. 

Mr. McIntire. Both on broilers, fowl] and turkey ? 

Mr. WittraMs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McIntire. Would it be about the same? 

Mr. Wiut1aMs. Incidentally I might add that I had a communica- 
tion from Mr. Knowles, I don’t know if anybody has a statement to 
present here for him, from the Pacific Dairy Association, saying he 
would be unable to be here because of his convention coming up but 
that he was in accord with the two bills which have been mentioned 
here, so that would represent with that and the Institute of American 
Poultry Industry which was on before that, represents the entire in- 
dustry except for a very small segment I would think. 

Mr. Jonnson. I might say we have representatives here from the 
stock feeders in that area, too, so we have 100 percent across the 
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Mr. Warts. Thank you very much. 

Is Mr. F. C. Compton here / 

Mr. Wit11aMs. No, sir, he will not be here. We took his name off 
yesterday. He said he subscribed to the views of the Southeastern as 
they are affiliated with our group, and because of illness in the family 
he returned home and will not be on as a witness. 

Mr. Warts. Is Mr. Gus Heinze of the Minnesota Poultry, Butter 
& Egg Association present ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Warts. I know Mr. L. H. Abbott is here from Kentucky. I 
will be glad to have a Kentuckian come around to talk to us for awhile. 

Mr. Abbott, have a seat. 

We will be delighted to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF L. H. ABBOTT, PRESIDENT OF THE KENTUCKY 
POULTRY FEDERATION 


Mr. Ansorr. I am L. H. Abbott, president of the Kentucky Poultry 
Federation which includes in its membership all segments of the 
poultry industry in Kentucky, including the Kentucky Poultry Im- 
provement Association, the Turkey Association, poultry processors, 
the feed industry and poultry producers. 

First, | may observe from having been connected with production 
and processing of poultry for over 20 years in various sections of the 
country, that the poultry industry has done a commendable job of 

regulating : and policing itself. 

If, in the public interest, legislation is necessary at this time to 
insure high quality poultry meat, we feel that the responsibility for 
such supervision should be placed with the Department of Agriculture, 
working closely with the State departments of agriculture and/or 
other agricultural agencies. We believe such cooperation would allow 
the Secretary of Agriculture to keep in touch with all areas and take 
necessary corrective measures to see that the legislation is fairly ad- 
ministered with regard to specific problems which may be peculiar 
toa particular area. 

We do not believe ante mortem inspection should be considered as 
of the same importance as post mortem but that the Secretary of 
Agriculture should determine the necessity. 

We believe that any legislation should be enforced equally on all 
and any penalty invoked should be only after due notice and oppor- 
tunity to correct has been granted. 

Perhaps time will eliminate the practice of New York dressing 
birds in one plant and shipping them to another for further processing 
but, at the present time, it would severely penalize some operators to 
prohibit such movement between official establishments. 

We believe that any legislation enacted should provide for the ap- 
propriation of funds to the Department of Agriculture for the purpose 
of administering the act. The legislation adopted at this time should 
not become effective before January 1, 1958, nor compulsory until July 
1, 1958. 

We would suggest that the inspectors charged with enforcing this 
legislation be thoroughly trained to insure uniformity of enforcement 
in all areas so far as possible. 


AAP ATT ERED 
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Legislation embodying the above will be acceptable to us—somehting 
we can live with and cooperate in putting into practical use. We be- 
lieve it will serve the purpose for which it is intended without undue 
penalty to anyone. We agree this legislation may provide greater 
assurance to the consumer that the poultry she buys is wholesome, but 
we also feel that any of the product of our industry which has been 
condemned by the uninformed public has been greatly exaggerated. In 
fact, most of the cases of unwholesomeness in poultry can be traced to 
improper handling, not at the processor level, but in consumer handling 
of the product. 

The only other disturbing aspect of all of the proposed legislation 
which I have reviewed is that there is no definite provision for the small 
processor who does only intrastate business to receive the benefits of 
Federal inspection. Though he may have as wholesome a product as 
his large interstate competitor, he will be at a distinct disadvantage in 
the market without the Federal inspection service or a comparable 
State or local inspection service. Perhaps this can be worked out 
between the Federal and State Departments of Agriculture. 

As we are affiliated with the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Associ- 
ation, we are in agreement with the views stated in their testimony, 
with regard to the specific bills under consideration. 

I feel this is a general observation. Any specific statements that 
I might make would be repetitious and time consuming to the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Abbott, this is certainly a fine statement and I am 
very much impressed by your statement in regard to the little intra- 
state processor who might be caught in a position where he would be 
unable to get adequate poultry inspection, and even though he had 
good poultry he would be discriminated against on marketing. 

But as I have read these various bills, I have come to the conclusion 
that if he had 1 customer and shipped 1 bird out of the State, he would 
probably be subjected to Federal inspection, wouldn't he, or have you 
given that any thought ? 

Mr. Azpgorr. I don’t have legal background to answer that. If it is 
true it would remove some carriers pretty easily. 

Mr. Warrs. It doesn’t say that in the law, it says shippers in inter- 
state. It doesn’t say how many or how few so I would assume that 
maybe under that type of act, without a limitation to it, that——— 

Mr. Assorr. Even though such provision might be made, say one of 
our small processors could ship a couple of birds across the Ohio River 
and thereby be eligible, would the inspection service necessarily come 
to him or would he be directed to desist until such time as they could 
provide the service 

Mr. Warts. I think you have presented a problem to the committee 
that we are going to have to give some serious thought to. Certainly 


it would not be the purpose of this committee, I am sure, to write any- 
thing that would mitigate against a good small producer who desired 
to see his product competitive with those that were inspected under the 
mandatory inspection. 


Any questions ? ' a 
Mr. Jonnson. You would have it then on a voluntary basis? If he 


vanted to get it he would have a chance to get it ? 








INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 139 


Mr. Warts. I wouldn’t say how but I think a pertinent question has 
been raised and it is one we are going to have to wrestle with. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I too want to join with the chairman 
in his comments relative to this point and to the statement of Mr. 
Abbott. Section 5 of the bill which I introduced, which is H. R. 767, 
deals with this provision whereby, on the basis of public hearings, the 
Secretary could designate markets. I was interested in the witness’ 
observations, Mr. Chairman, as to whether that would meet perhaps in 
part some of this situation ? 

Mr. Ansorr. That would be closely related to what I had in mind. 
The only disturbing factor there is whether these areas are going to be 
permitted to request, or just what size or what will delineate the 
size by the Secretary of Agriculture to designate them. 

In other words, a town of possibly 75 or 100 thousand people might 
not seem large to the Secretary of Agriculutre, but it would be very 
large to the processor who was serving that area. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the witness emphasizing 
this point and I think it is one which we will have to examine carefully 
to make sure we meet the situation if we can. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you very much. 

Is Mr. C. D. Trombold in the audience ? 

Come around, Mr. Trombold. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. TROMBOLD, DIRECTOR OF QUALITY 
CONTROL OF CAMPBELL SOUP CO., OF CAMDEN, N. J. 


Mr. Trompoitp. My name is Charles Trombold. I am director of 
quality control for the Campbell Soup Co. with general offices in 
Camden, N. J. The counsel for Campbell is also here with me, George 
J. Kuehnl, assistant counsel, Campbell Soup Co. 

I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. I have copies which 
you may wish to follow with me. There are a couple of points that 
may be pertinent to this discussion. 

1 would like to point out that our views are those of ourselves alone 
and don’t represent any trade organization or any other segment of 
the industry. 

Compulsory poultry inspection is in the public interest. This com- 
mittee is performing a great public service in conducting these hearings 
and framing this important legislation which will benefit the public, 
the producer, the processor, and the worker. 

This legislation is important to Campbell. Campbell Soup Co. 
and its subsidiary, C. A. Swanson & Sons of Omaha, Nebr., have 
eight plants operating under the voluntary poultry inspection pro- 
gram. Our experience with these services dates back to the passage 
of the Meat Inspection Act in 1906, and, in the case of the voluntary 
poultry inspection program, to its inception some 25 years ago. 

The development of the voluntary program for poultry inspection 
throughout these years has paralleled in many respect the develop- 
ments within my firm in the manufacturing and marketing of processed 
poultry products. Campbell operates in nearly all phases of the 
poultry industry. 


89831—57——-10 
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Campbell represents a sufficient diversity of activities in the poultry 
industry so that it can properly appreciate the interests of all groups 
who have previously appeared before this committee. Our product 
line is composed of canned poultry products, precooked frozen poul- 
try products as well as uncooked frozen poultry. 

We fully appreciate the public health, consumer acceptance, con- 
sumer protection, marketing, procurement, manufacturing, and ad- 
ministrative considerations involved. Campbell not only processes 
poultry from the live bird to the finished product, but purchases large 
quantities of inspected, eviscerated, ready-to-cook poultry for use in 
its products. Campbell processes and packs over 20 individual poul- 
try products. 

We have been in a position to see this voluntary program supported 
by industry grow from several inspected plants to over 300 plants. 
We consider this voluntary program a major reason for the present 
high consumer acceptance of processed poultry products. My firm— 
along with other principal segments of the processing industry— 
takes certain pride in having supported, and in a sense perpetuated, 
the voluntary system which is a normal precursor to the compulsory 
inspection program which this committee is now considering. 

Campbell is in full accord with the compulsory poultry inspection 
legislation efforts of this committee and it is our earnest desire that 
enactment be expedited in order to obtain a strong poultry inspection 
law and early enforcement throughout the entire industry. 

During the previous Congress we followed with interest the bills 
presented on this subject and last June took part in the public hearings 
on bills S. 3588 and S. 3983. It was our feeling bill S. 4243 which was 
reported out of committee represented a vast improvement over some 
of the other bills introduced during the last Congress. 

On February 27, 1957, we appeared before the Senate Agriculture 
Committee to testify on Senate bills 313, 645, and 1128. More recently 
we have made a detailed study of H. R. 12, 377, 514, 899, 3052, 5398, 
5403, 5463, and 5489. As will be illustrated in the following critique of 
each bill, we find certain notable weaknesses. While it is not my plan 
to burden this committee with the reading of a critique on each bill, I 
would like to outline what my firm believes to be the essential points 
in a strong workable compulsory poultry inspection law. We list 
these points as follows: 

(a) The law should have the strength to stand up in the courts and 
should have enforcement provisions on a par with those of the Meat 
Inspection Act of 1906. 

(6) We feel that this new law must carry adequate provisions for 
ante mortem inspection of poultry. This does not necessarily have 
to be a bird-by-bird inspection, but it should effectively prevent ob- 
viously sick or diseased poultry from being slaughtered for processing. 

(c) The language of the law should not bar effective enforcement 
by the use of words such as “knowingly.” 

(d) The law must spell out bird-by-bird post mortem inspection, and 
this must be done by a qualified Federal employee of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

(e) The law should define “processing.” 

(f) The langauge of the law should prohibit the shipment of 
uneviscerated poultry both between States and between official 
establishments. 
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I might comment on that, that possibly for the industry this is a 
little premature at this point but t think eventually we will have to 
come to this looking to the future. But we have put this in our state- 
ment because we think it is a desirable thing and we think some of the 
yractices that have in the past resulted in seizures by the Food and 
Tene Administration, have been traceable to some practices in the 
interstate handling of New York dressed poultry. 

(g) Administrative review of labels prior to use should be simple 
and effective. Appeals from label determinations of the Secretary 
of Agriculture to the United States District Courts is cumbersome and 
unnecessary. Within the scope of the legislative authority, the label 
determinations of the Secretary should be final. 

(h) Economic adulteration of poultry and poultry products should 
be specifically prohibited in the law. Provisions relating to omitting 
valuable constituents or the addition of substances to increase bulk or 
weight, reduce quality or strength, or make the product appear better 
or of greater value than it is should be included in the definition of the 
word “adulterated.” 

(i) We believe that the law should provide for control of intrastate 
shipments in those designated areas where interstate commerce may be 
affected. We would approve the approach taken to this problem by 
H. R. 5403 and H. R. 5398 requiring cooperation with and approval by 
State and local regulatory officials in those areas so designated. 

(j) It is extremely important that the law be administered by an 
agency in the United States Department of Agriculture which has had 
experience in the handling of similar regulatory programs. We 
would not want poultry inspection to become subservient to or a minor 
branch of meat inspection. Neither do we favor placing this poultry 
inspection in an agency where its execution might be limited or ham- 
pered by marketing or grading interests. When poultry inspection 
becomes mandatory, it will require a sizable regulatory group in the 
Department of Agriculture and will undoubtedly warrant full branch 
status with its own Chief. 

If this law becomes enacted, we hope to see a poultry inspection 
branch created either in the Agricultural Marketing Service or in the 
Agricultural Research Service of the Department of Agriculture mak- 
ing use of the vast experience of those people who have worked with 
the industry throughout the years in the conduct of the voluntary 
poultry inspection program. 

(%) Finally, we believe the law should become effective for every- 
one in the industry at the earliest practicable date. Full industry 
compliance should be accomplished no later than July 1,1958. We feel 
that permitting exemptions from the law until July 1, 1960, would 
be a denial of the spirit and purposes of the legislation and would en- 
courage discrimination and lead to laxity in enforcement and adminis- 
tration. 

Since you mentioned that you wished to have some thought given 
specifically to H. R. 377, I don’t know that I have seen the revised copy 
of 377, but in exhibit 4 to the testimony which we are furnishing, we 
have called attention to certain things in H. R. 377 which to us render 
the law weak and possibly ineffectual. 

Now, I won't go into each one of these because they are detailed line- 
liv-line changes or suggestions, but we believe that this consent proposi- 
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tion for a designated area, consent of the local governing body, should 
be written in to eliminate possible constitutional questions. 

We believe that in the law the description of the inspection to be 
made should be perhaps a little more specific than H. R. 377 outlines. 
Now, H. R. 377 does not actually ask for bird-by-bird post mortem in- 
spection, and we feel if we are going to have a poultry inspection law, 
the law should be specific on at least that pomt. Other things, ob- 
viously, will be left to the discretion of the Secretary and the regula- 
tions which will operate under this law. 

We think this label approval is a highly important thing, and we 
have a lot of experience with 8 or 9 of our plants under meat inspec- 
tion, and we feel that if the labels for poultry products are more on 
a par with those of meat products, it would be highly desirable. There- 
fore, we have the suggested change there to bring it more in line with 
the Meat Inspection Act. 

We believe that this word “knowingly,” is objectionable. We believe 
that the language of the law should be such that it maintains or is 
given the status of other food regulatory laws like the food and drug 
law, the Meat Inspection Act. That is why we have suggested that. 

We think that there should be something in the law to prohibit an 
act to economically adulterate poultry, again in the language of other 
existing food legislation, notably the food and drug law. 

Mr. Warrs. Which section are you talking about at the present 
time ? 

Mr. Tromeoxp. I am talking about page 2 of exhibit 4, section 22, 
page 19, line 7 of H. R. 377. 

Mr. Warts. I was trying to follow you. 

Mr. Trompoip. Yes. Well, I am ad libbing. Section 22, page 19, 
line 7 of the bill 377, it obviously omits this language usually carried 
in the food and drug law concerning economic adulteration. 

We think it is important that the definition of inspection be very 
explicit, and in our critique, page 3 of this critique under 377, we 
point out that the definition of inspector should mean a Federal em- 
ployee. I know that has been debated and I know that the purpose has 
been to make use of the State people, but with meat inspection in over 
3,000 official plants, I know of no meat inspection plants under the 
Meat Inspection Act that operates with locally employed or that the 
inspectors have any local allegiance. 

Therefore, we have taken that position. If there are any other 
questions, we will be happy to give our views. We appreciate the 
opportunity to come before you. 

Mr. Warts. We appreciate very much this excellent statement that 
has analyzed the various bills for us. It is sure to be of tremendous 


help to us. 
(The statement is as follows :) 


TresTIMONY OF Mr. C. D. TroMBoLtp, DIRECTOR OF QUALITY CONTROL, CAMPBELL 
Soup Co. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I am Charles D. Trombold, 
director of quality control of Campbell Soup Co. of Camden, N. J. The views 
expressed in my testimony represent those of my firm and do not necessarily 
reflect those of any trade association or other segment of the poultry industry. 

Compulsory poultry inspection is in the public interest. This committee is 
performing a great public service in conducting these hearings and framing this 
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important legislation which will benefit the public, the producer, the processor 
and the worker. t bt t 

This legislation is important to Campbell. Campbell Soup Co. and its subsid- 
iary C. A. Swanson & Sons of Omaha, Nebr., have 8 plants operating under 
meat inspection and 14 plants operating under the voluntary poultry inspection 
program. Our experience with these services dates back to the passage of the 
Meat Inspection Act in 1906, and, in the case of the voluntary poultry inspection 
program, to its inception some 25 years ago. The development of the voluntary 
program for poultry inspection throughout these years has paralleled in many 
respects the developments within my firm in the manufacturing and marketing 
of processed poultry products. Campbell operates in nearly all phases of the 
poultry industry. 

Campbell represents a sufficient diversity of activities in the poultry industry 
so that it can properly appreciate the interests of all groups who have previously 
appeared before this committee. Our product line is composed of canned poultry 
products, precooked frozen poultry products as well as uncooked frozen poultry. 
We fully appreciate the public health, consumer acceptance, consumer protection, 
marketing, procurement, manufacturing, and administrative considerations in- 
volved. Campbell not only processes poultry from the live bird to the finished 
product, but purchases large quantities of inspected, eviscerated, ready-to-cook 
poultry for use in its products. Campbell processes and packs over 20 individuat 
poultry products. 

We have been in a position to see this voluntary program supported by 
industry grow from several inspected plants to over 300 plants. We consider 
this voluntary program a major reason for the present high consumer acceptance 
of processed poultry products. My firm—along with other principal segments 
of the processing industry—takes certain pride in having supported, and in a 
sense perpetuated, the voluntary system which is a normal precursor to the 
compulsory inspection program which this committee is now considering. Camp- 
bell is in full accord with the compulsory poultry inspection legislation efforts 
of this committee and it is our earnest desire that enactment be expedited in 
order to obtain a strong poultry inspection law and early enforcement through- 
out the entire industry. 

During the previous Congress we followed with interest the bills presented on 
this subject and last June took part in the public hearings on bills S. 3588 and 
S. 3983. It was our feeling that bill S. 4243 which was reported out of com- 
mittee represented a vast improvement over some of the other bills introduced 
during the last Congress. On February 27, 1957, we appeared before the 
Senate Agriculture Committee to testify on Senate bills 313, 645, and 1128. More 
recently we have made a detailed study of H. R. 12, 377, 514, 899, 3052, 5398, 5403, 
5463, and 5489. As will be illustrated in the following critique of each bill, we 
find certain notable weaknesses. While it is not my plan to burden this eom- 
mittee with the reading of a critique on each bill, I would like to outline what 
my firm believes to be the essential points in a strong workable compulsory 
poultry inspection law. We list these points as follows: 

(a). The law should have the strength to stand up in the courts and should 
have enforcement provisions on a par with those of the Meat Inspection Act 
of 1906. 

(b). We feel that this new law must carry adequate provisions for ante- 
mortem inspection of poultry. This does not necessarily have to be a bird-by- 
bird inspection, but it should effectively prevent obviously sick or diseased 
poultry from being slaughtered for processing. 

(c) The language of the law should not bar effective enforcement by the use 
of words such as “knowingly.” 

(d@) The law must spell out bird-by-bird post mortem inspection, and this 
must be done by a qualified Federal employee of the United States Department 
of Agriculture. 

(e) The law should define “processing.” 

(f) The language of the law should prohibit the shipment of uneviscerated 
poultry both between States and between official establishments. 

(g) Administrative review of labels prior to use should be simple and effec- 
tive. Appeals from label determinations of the Secretary of Agriculture to 
the United States district courts is cumbersome and unnecessary. Within the 
scope of the legislative authority, the label determinations of the Secretary 
should be final. 


———— 
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(h) Economic adulteration of poultry and poultry products should be specifi- 
cally prohibited in thelaw. Provisions relating to omitting valuable constituents 
or the addition of substances to increase bulk or weight, reduce quality or 
strength, or make the product appear better or of greater value than it is should 
be included in the definition of the word “adulterated.” 

(i) We believe that the law should provide for control of intrastate shipments 
in those designated areas where interstate commerce may be affected. We would 
approve the approach taken to this problem by H. R. 5403 and H. R. 5398 requir- 
ing cooperation with and approval by State and local regulatory officials in 
those areas so designated. 

(j) It is extremely important that the law be administered by an agency in 
the United States Department of Agriculture which has had experience in the 
handling of similar regulatory programs. We would not want poultry inspection 
to become subservient to or a minor branch of meat inspection. Neither do we 
favor placing this poultry inspection in an agency where its execution might 
be limited or hampered by marketing or grading interests. When poultry in- 
spection becomes mandatory, it will require a sizable regulatory group in the 
Department of Agriculture and will undoubtedly warrant full branch status with 
its own chief. If this law becomes enacted, we hope to see a poultry inspection 
branch created either in the Agricultural Marketing Service or in the Agricul- 
tural Research Service of the Department of Agriculure, making use of the vast 
experience of those people who have worked with the industry throughout the 
years in the conduct of the voluntary poultry inspection program. 

(k) Finally, we believe the law should become effective for everyone in the 
industry at the earliest practicable date. Full industry compliance should be 
accomplished no later than July 1, 1958. We feel that permitting exemptions 
from the law until July 1, 1960, would be a denial of the spirit and purposes of 
the legislation and would encourage discrimination and lead to laxity in en- 
forcement and administration. 

As a part of my testimony, I am submitting the attached exhibits which detail 
certain changes we would make under each of these bills being considered. For 
the sake of brevity I will not read each of these but submit them for committee 
evaluation. 

I wish to thank the committee for this opportunity afforded us to testify on 
this important subject. 


SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO PERFECT H. R. 5403 


Section 7, page 5, line 18 


After the word “wholesome” and before the comma, insert “and not adul- 
terated”. 


Section 7, page 5, line 22 

Delete the word“‘or” and substitute ‘and’. This change would make it clear 
that the name and address as well as the establishment number of the official 
establishment is required on all containers. 


Section 7, page 6, line 3 

After the word “form” add “approved by the Secretary.” This amendment 
will clarify the label approval procedure and make it clear that such approval 
is required prior to actual use. 


Section 7, page 6, line 6 

Delete the word “or’’ and substitute ‘and’. This change would make it clear 
that the name and address as well as the establishment number of the official 
establishment is required on all labels except where the name and address of the 
distributor is permitted. 


Section 7, page 6, line 11 

At the end of the paragraph add the following sentence: “The Secretary may 
permit reasonable variations and grant exemptions from the foregoing labeling 
requirements in any manner not in conflict with the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act.” This type of flexibility is necessary for practical production op- 
erations and, particularly, in the case of new products to be market tested. 


Section 7, page 7, lines 7 through 15 


In line 7, place a period after the word “conclusive” and delete all of the re- 
mainder of lines 7 through 15. An appeal procedure in respect to label ap- 
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provals is cumbersome, unnecessary and would prevent speedy processing of 
labels submitted for approval. Such provisions would tend to crystallize ad- 
ministrative regulation into an inflexible set of requirements which would not 
take into account varying products and situations. Existing informal, flexible 
and effective label approval procedures would be destroyed. Compare with the 
provisions of sections 17.1—17.14 of the meat inspection regulations. 

Section 22, page 17, line 5 

Delete the word ‘‘wholesome” and substitute the word “clean”. 

Section 22, page 18, line 19 

Following subsection (4) insert the following subsections: 

“(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or ab- 
stracted therefrom ; or 

“(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make 
it appear better or of greater value than it is.” 

Comparable language is found in the Food and Drug Act. Failure to include 
such provisions permits the inference that there is no objection to and no 
penalty provided for economic adulteration of poultry or poultry products. 
Failure to prohibit and condemn such economic adulteration is a disservice to 
the poultry buyer whether that buyer is the housewife or the packer who buys 
poultry for further processing. 

Section 22, page 19, line 18 

After line 18, add the following: ‘(o) The term ‘processing’ means any opera- 
tion or combination or operations whereby poultry which is intended for sale 
for human consumption is killed, dressed, eviscerated, cut up, frozen, cooked, 
heat treated, canned, packed, repacked, reprocessed, or changed in size, shape, or 
form for marketing for human consumption and includes the combining of 
poultry and poultry products with other edible ingredients for marketing for 
human consumption.” 


SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO PERFECT H. R, 5598 


Section 7, page 5, line 18 


After the word “wholesome” and before the comma, insert “and not adulter- 
ated”’. 


Section 7, page 5, line 22 


Delete the word “or” and substitute “and”. This change would make it clear 
that the name and address as well as the establishment number of the official 
establishment is required on all containers. 


Section 7, page 6, line 3 
After the word “form” add “approved by the Secretary”. This amendment 


will clarify the label approval procedure and make it clear that such approval 
is required prior to actual use. 


Section 7, page 6, line 6 

Delete the word “or” and substitute ‘‘and’’. This change would make it clear 
that the name and address as well as the establishment number of the official 
establishment is required on all labels except where the name and address of 
the distributor is permitted. 
Section 7, page 6 line 11 

At the end of the paragraph, add the following sentence: “The Secretary 
may permit reasonable variations and grant exemptions from the foregoing 
labeling requirements in any manner not in conflict with the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act.’ This type of flexibility is necessary for practical production 
operations and, particularly, in the case of new products to be market tested. 


Section 7, page 7, lines 7 through 15 


, 


In line 7, place a period after the word “conclusive” and delete all of the 


remainder of lines 7 through 15. An appeal procedure in respect to label 
approvals is cumbersome, unnecessary and would prevent speedy processing 
of labels submitted for approval. Such provisions would tend to erystallize 
administrative regulation into an inflexible set of requirements which would 
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not take into account varying products and situations. Existing informal, 
flexible and effective label approval procedures would be destroyed. Compare 
with the provisions of sections 17.1-17.14 of the meat inspection regulations. 


Section 22, page 17, line 5 

Delete the word ‘‘wholesome” and substitute the word “clean”. 
Section 22, page 18, line 19 

Following subsection (4) insert the following subsections: 

“(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or 
abstracted therefrom ; or 

“(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make 
it appear better or of greater value than it is.’’ 

Comparable language is found in the Food and Drug Act. Failure to include 
such provisions permits the inference that there is no objection to and no penalty 
provided for economic adulteration of poultry or poultry products. Failure to 
prohibit and condemn such economic adulteration is a disservice to the poultry 
buyer whether that buyer is the housewife or the packer who buys poultry for 
further processing. 


Section 22, page 19, line 18 

After line 18, add the following: “(o0) The term ‘processing’ means any opera- 
tion or combination of operations whereby poultry which is intended for sale for 
human consumption is killed, dressed, eviscerated, cut up, frozen, cooked, heat 
treated, canned, packed, repacked, reprocessed, or changed in size, shape, or form 
for marketing for human consumption and includes the combining of poultry 
and poultry products with other edible ingredients for marketing for human 
consumption.” 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO PERFECT II. R. 514 


Section 2, page 2, line 16 
Delete the word “may” and change “affect” to “affects.” 
Section 2, page 2, lines 21 and 22 
Delete the phrase “upon request of the appropriate authority is authorized 
after” and substitute “should hold.” Change “hearing” to “hearings.”’ 
Section 2, page 2, line 23 
Delete the word “and.” 


Section 4, page 4, line 16 

After the word “a” insert “poultry carcass or parts thereof a.” 
Section 4, page 6, line 7 

Delete the word “person” and substitute “employee of the Federal Government.” 
This change will make it clear that only Government employees—and not proces- 
sor employees—may act as inspectors. Unless this change is made, the legis- 
lation could constitute a deception and fraud on the public. 


Section 4, page 6, line 14 
Change “officiel” to “official.” 


Section 4, page 7, line 6 

After line 6, add the following: “(o) The term ‘processing’ means any operation 
or combination of operations whereby poultry which is intended for sale for 
human consumption is killed, dressed, eviscerated, cut up, frozen, cooked, heat 
treated, canned, packed, repacked, reprocessed, or changed in size, shape, or form 
for marketing for human consumption and includes the combining of poultry 
and poultry products with other edible ingredients for marketing for human 
consumption.” 


Section 5, page 7, lines 15 through 17 

After the word “area” delete the rest of the sentence, substitute a comma and 
insert the following: “Provided, That the governing body of such major consum- 
ing area has consented to such designation.” This change would remove grounds 
for local objection to this legislation and eliminate possible constitutional ques- 
tions. 
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Section 6, page 8, lines 4 through 9 

Delete all of lines 4 through 9 and substitute the following: “area of any poultry 
product which is unwholesome or adulterated, the Secretary shall, whenever 
processing operations are being conducted, cause to be made by inspectors ante 
mortem inspection in such manner as he determines necessary; post mortem 
inspection of the carcass of each bird processed, and such quarantine, segregation 
and reinspection as he determines necessary of poultry and poultry products in 
each official establishment processing such poultry or poultry products for com- 
merce or in or.” As written, H. R. 514 would make no requirement for bird-by- 
bird post mortem inspection. This is a substantial weakening of the inspection 
service as it is now constituted on a voluntary basis. This is a major defect which 
should be remedied as indicated. 


Section 6, page 8, line 11 
After the word “unwholesome” insert “or adulaterated.” 


Section 6, page 8, line 16 

Change “ending” to “pending.” 
Section 8, page 12, lines 4 through 11 

In line 4 at page 12, after the word “conclusive” insert a period and delete 
all of the remainder of lines 4 through 11 on page 12. An appeal procedure 
in respect to label approvals is cumbersome, unnecessary and would prevent 
speedy processing of labels submitted for approval. Such provisions would tend 
to crystallize administrative regulation into an inflexible set of requirements 
which would not take into account varying products or situations. Existing 
informal, flexible and effective label approval procedures would be destroyed. 
Compare with the provisions of sections 17.1-17.14 of the meat inspection 
regulations. 
Section 9, page 13, lines 1, 6, 8, 15, and 20 

In line 1 delete the words “Knowingly and.” In lines 6, 8, 15, and 20 delete 
the word “knowingly” where it appears. The word “knowingly” would make 
proof of violation almost impossible and render the section practically 
unenforceable. 
Section 9, page 14, line 24 

Delete the words “between official establishments and the” and substitute 
the word “to.” This change will prohibit the interstate shipment of New York 
dressed fowl. 
Section 13, page 16, line 4 

Delete the word “knowingly.” The word “knowingly” would make proof of 
violation almost impossible and render the section practically unenforceable. 
Section 14, page 17, line 13 

Delete the words “of minor.” 
Section 17, page 17, line 21 

Delete the words “knowing that such products” and substitute “which are.” 
The word “knowing” is objectionable here and prevents adequate enforcement. 
Section 17, page 17, line 22 

After the word ‘‘adulterated” insert the phrase “and are intended for human 
consumption.” 
Section 19, page 19, lines 17 through 20 


In line 17, after the word “agencies” insert a period and delete the remainder 
of lines 17 through 20. To secure a uniformly administered, objective inspection 
service there should be no authority to conduct inspection services through State 
or local agencies. This is a substantial objection if this language is to remain. 


SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO PERFECT H. R. 377 


Section 2, page 2, line 21 

Delete the words “is authorized after” and substitute “should hold.” Change 
“hearing” to “hearings.” 
Section 3, page 3, line 7 

After the word “unwholesome” insert the words “or adulterated.” 
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Section 4, page 3, line 17 

After “tion” delete the word “and” and substitute a comma and insert the 
following: “Provided, That the governing body of such major consuming area 
has consented to such designation.” Change “the” to “The.” This change would 
remove grounds for local objection to this legislation and eliminate possible 
constitutional questions. 
Section 5, page 4, lines 3 through 5 

Delete all of lines 3 through 5 and substitute the following: ‘operations are 
being conducted, cause to be made by inspectors ante mortem inspection in such 
manner as he determines necessary; post mortem inspection of the carcass of 
each bird processed, and such quarantine, segregation and reinspection as he 
determines necessary of poultry and poultry products in.” As written, H. R. 377 
would make no requirement for bird-by-bird post mortem inspection. This is a 
substantial weakening of the inspection service even as it is now constituted on 
a voluntary basis. This is a major defect which should be remedied as indicated. 
Section 7, page 7, lines 11 through 19 

In line 11 after the word “conclusive” insert a period and delete all of 
the remainder of lines 11 through 19. An appeal procedure in respect to label 
approvals is cumbersome, unnecessary and would prevent speedy processing 
of labels submitted for approval. Such provisions would tend to crystallize 
administrative regulation into an inflexible set of requirements which would 
not take into account varying products or situations. Existing informal, flexible 
and effective label approval procedures would be destroyed. Compare with the 
provisions of sections 17.1-17.14 of the meat inspection regulations. 
Section 8, page 8, lines 8, 13, 16, and 22 

In line 8, delete the words “Knowingly and.” In lines 13, 16, and 22 delete the 
word “knowingly” where it appears. The word “knowingly” would make proof 
of violation almost impossible and render the section practically unenforceable. 
Section 8, page 9, line 1 

Delete the word “Knowingly.” 
Section 8, page 10, line 5 

Delete the words “between official establishments.” This change will prohibit 
the interstate shipment of New York dressed fowl. 
Section 10, page 10, line 17 

After the word “records’ ’insert the words “for a period of 2 years following 
each transaction.” Such a time limit is essential on record keeping requirements. 
Section 15, page 13, lines 6 through 11 

Delete all of lines 6 through 11. Such a provision merely permits needless 
delay in the effective enforcement of the law and promotes laxity on the part 
of officials charged with enforcement and administration. 
Section 16, page 13, line 20 

Delete the words “knowing that such products” and substitute “which.” The 
word “knowing” would make proof of violation almost impossible and render the 
section practically unenforceable. 
Section 16, page 13, line 21 

After the word “unwholesome”’ insert “or adulterated.” 
Section 18, page 15, lines 10 through 18 


Delete all of lines 10 through 13 and substitute “Poultry and poultry products.” 
Unless changed, this section would be too restrictive as to the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 


Section 18, page 15, lines 20 through 23 


In line 20 after the word “agencies” insert a period and delete the remainder 
of lines 20 through 23. To secure a uniformly administered, objective inspec- 
tion service there should be no authority to conduct inspection services through 
state or local agencies. This is a substantial objection if this language is to 
remain. 


Section 22, page 17, line 25 
After the word “a” insert “poultry carcass or parts thereof or any.” 
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Section 22, page 18, line 3 

After the word “from” insert the words “diseased poultry or from.” 
Section 22, page 19, line 7 

Following subsection (4) insert the following subsections: 

“(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or 
abstracted therefrom ; or 

(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make it 
appear better or of greater value than it is.” 

Comparable language is found in the Food and Drug Act. Failure to include 
such provisions permits the inference that there is no objection to and no penalty 
provided for economic adulteration of poultry or poultry products. Failure to 
prohibit and condemn such economie adulteration is a disservice to the poultry 
buyer whether that buyer is the housewife or the packer who buys poultry for 
further processing. 


Section 22, page 19, line 8 


Delete the word “person” and substitute “employee of the Federal Govern- 
ment.” This change will make it clear that only Government employees—and 
not processor employees—may act as inspectors. Unless this change is made, the 
legislation could constitute a deception and fraud on the public. 

Section 22, page 20, line 7 

After line 7, add the following : 

“(o) The term ‘processing’ means any operation or combination of operations 
whereby poultry which is intended for sale for human consumption is killed, 
dressed, eviscerated, cut up, frozen, cooked, heat treated, canned, packed, re- 
packed, reprocessed, or changed in size, shape, or form for marketing for human 
consumption and includes the combining of poultry and poultry products with 
other edible ingredients for marketing for human consumption.” 


COMMENTS ON H. R. 3052, H. RB. 899 AND H. R. 12 
H.R. 3052 

H. R. 3052 is defective and objectionable in the following respects : 

(1) Section 2 does not require public hearings. 

(2) Section 4 does not provide for local consent of specially designated areas 
of Federal control of intrastate commerce in poultry. 

(3) Section 5 does not require bird-by-bird post mortem inspection. 

(4) Section 7 permits the processors name and address or plant number on 
labels, instead of name and address and plant number. 

(5) Section 7 does not contain a complete prohibition against false or mis- 
leading labeling. 

(6) Section 7 permits appeals to the United States district courts from label 
determinations of the Secretary. 

(7) Section 8 limits enforcement of the law by the use of the word “knowingly.” 

(8) Section 8 contains incomplete descriptions of the marking violations. 

(9) Section 8 (j) would permit interstate shipment of New York dressed fowl. 

(10) Section 10 contains no time limit as to records which must be kept. 

(11) Section 10 contains a questionable “no self-incrimination” proviso. 

(12) Section 12 prevents effective enforcement by the use of the word 
“wilfully.” 

(13) Section 12 penalties are too moderate in some respects. 

(14) Section 12 does not make principal responsible for the acts of employees 
or agents. 

(15) Section 15 contains no exemption for retail dealers. 

(16) Section 15 would permit discriminatory enforcement of the law by 
authorizing exemptions for an additional 2-year period after the effective date 
of the act. 

(17) Section 16 seriously weakens enforcement of the law by use of the 
phrase “knowing that such products are.” 

(18) Section 18 is not clear in its effect and would seem to improperly re- 
strict the scope of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect to 
poultry. 

(19) Section 18 permits Federal inspection to be done by State and local 
governmental employees and by the employees of the processor who is to be 
regulated. 
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(20) H. R. 3052 contains no section whatever dealing with the “cost of 
inspection.” 
(21) Section 21 contains no prohibitions against economic “adulteration.” 
(22) Section 21 permits “any person” to act as an inspector, including an 
industrial plant employee. 
(23) Section 21 contains no definition of “processing.” 
(24) The effective date provisions of section 22 are obscure. 
H. R. 899 


H. R. 899 is defective and objectionable in the following respects: 

(1) There is no legislative finding of fact. 

(2) Section 2 contains no definitions of “person,” “wholesome,” “unwhole- 
some,” “economic adulteration,” “label,’’ and has a poor definition of “container.” 

(3) The section 2(h) definition of “Poultry Inspection Section’ would make 
the poultry inspection service a subsidiary appendage to the red meat inspection 
service. 

(4) There is no section in the bill dealing with labeling. 

(5) The section 3 prohibitions are incomplete in scope. 

(6) The section 4 jury trial provisions in an injunction proceeding are cumber- 
some and unnecessary. 

(7) Section 5 penalties are too moderate in some respects. 

(8) Sections 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 18 and 14 are all obviously defective due to the 
inappropriate January 1, 1957, effective date. 

(9) Section 15 (b) is seriously objectionable because it permits exemptions 
for 2 years beyond the effective date of the law. 

(10) Under the provisions of section 17, poultry inspection would become a 
mere adjunct to the meat inspection service. 

(11) Section 18 would allow overlapping of work and duplication of functions 
between the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare. 


H.R. 12 


There is much to commend in the approach taken by H. R. 12 in dealing with 
compulsory poultry inspection. The placement of the service would still be 
within the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. The precedents established 
over a 50-year period under red meat inspection would be preserved and could 
be applied to poultry inspection as well. A period of legal uncertainty would be 
eliminated. The relationship between the Department of Agriculture and the 
Food and Drug Administration would be generally understood. H. R. 12 is simple 
and direct in approach. However, it must be admitted that a great deal of 
scientific information has been accumulated since the enactment of the Meat 
Inspection Act. Present day legislation may call for more specific ground-rules 
to be set out in the law. Much of the strength and virtue of the red meat 
inspection service lies in the regulations which have been developed and a 
long tradition of high caliber administration and enforcement. Also, there are 
problems and considerations existing in the poultry industry which are somewhat 
unique and specialized which may require specialized legislation. 


SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO PERFECT H. R. 5489 


Section 5, page 4, lines 15 and 16 
Delete “and shall be condemned”. 
Section 7, page 5, line 18 


After the word “wholesome” and before the comma, insert “and not 
adulterated”. 


Section 7, page 5, line 22 
Delete the word “or” and substitute “and”. This change would make it clear 


that the name and address as well as the establishment number of the official 
establishment is required on all containers. 


Section 7, page 6, line 3 


After the word “form” add “approved by the Secretary”. This amendment 
will clarify the label approval procedure and make it clear that such approval 
is required prior to actual use. 
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Section 7, page 6, line 6 


Delete the word “or” and substitute “and”. This change would make it 
clear that the name and address as well as the establishment number of the 


official establishment is required on all labels except where the name and address 
of the distributor is permitted. 


Section 7, page 6, line 11 


At the end of the paragraph add the following sentence: “The Secretary may 
permit reasonable variations and grant exemptions from the foregoing labeling 
requirements in any manner not in conflict with the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act.” This type of flexibility is necessary for practical production 
operations and, particularly, in the case of new products to be market tested. 


Section 7, page 7, lines 7 through 15 


In line 7, place a period after the word “conclusive” and delete all of the re- 
mainder of lines 7 through 15. An appeal procedure in respect to label approvals 
is cumbersome, unnecessary and would prevent speedy processing of labels sub- 
mitted for approval. Such provisions would tend to crystallize administrative 
regulation into an inflexible set of requirements which would not take into 
account varying products and situations. Existing informal, flexible and effec- 
tive label approval procedures would be destroyed. Compare with the provisions 
of sections 17.1—17.14 of the Meat Inspection Regulations. 


Section 22, page 16, line 24 

Delete the word “wholesome” and substitute the word “clean”. 
Section 22, page 18, line 13 

Following subsection (4) insert the following subsections: 

“(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or 
abstracted therefrom ; or 

(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make 
it appear better or of greater value than it is.” 

Comparable language is found in the Food and Drug Act. Failure to include 
such provisions permits the inference that there is no objection to and no penalty 
provided for economic adulteration of poultry or poultry products. Failure to 
prohibit and condemn such economie adulteration is a disservice to the poultry 
buyer whether that buyer is the housewife or the packer who buys poultry for 
further processing. 

Section 22, page 19, line 13 

After line 13, add the following: 

“(o) The term ‘processing’ means any operation or combination of operations 
whereby poultry which is intended for sale for human consumption is killed, 
dressed, eviscerated, cut up, frozen, cooked, heat treated, canned, packed, 
repacked, reprocessed, or changed in size, shape, or form for marketing for human 
consumption and includes the combining of poultry and poultry products with 
other edible ingredients for marketing for human consumption.” 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO PERFECT H. R. 5463 


ve 

Section 2, page 2, line 17 

Delete the word “may” and change “affect” to “affects”. 
Section 2, page 2, lines 22 and 23 

Deleter the words “upon request of the appropriate authority”. 
Section 4, page 6, line 5 

Delete the word “person” and substitute ‘employee of the Federal Govern- 
ment”. This change will make it clear that only Government employees—and not 
processor employees—may act as inspectors. Unless this change is made, the 
legislation could constitute a deception and fraud on the public. 
Section 4, page 7, line 3 


After line 3, add the following: 


“(o) The term ‘processing’ means any operation or combination of operations 
whereby poultry which is intended for sale for human consumption is killed, 


dressed, eviscerated, cut up, frozen, cooked, heat treated, canned, packed, 
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repacked, reprocessed, or changed in size, shape, or form for marketing for human 
consumption and includes the combining of poultry and poultry products with 
other edible ingredients for marketing for human consumption.” 


Section 5, page 7, lines 5, 6 and 7 

Delete the words “upon application of any appropriate State or local official 
or of any appropriate poultry industry group”. The initiative for such official 
action by the Secretary should not be so restricted. 
Section 5, page 7, line 7 

After the word “ascertain” insert “from time to time”. 
Section 5, page 7, line 15 

After the word “area” delete the period, substitute a comma and insert the 
following: “Provided, That the governing body of such major consuming area has 
consented to such designation.” This change would remove grounds for local 
objection to this legislation and eliminate possible constitutional questions. 


Section 5, page 7, lines 21 and 22 

In line 21, after the word “Act”, insert a period and delete the remainde: 
lines 21 and 22. The proposed exemption authority would seem unnecessary and 
contradictory to the primary purposes of the section, 

Section 6, page 8, lines 3 through 6 

Delete all of lines 3 through 6 and substitute the following: “processing opera- 
tions are being conducted, cause to be made by inspectors ante mortem inspection 
in such manner as determines necessary; post mortem inspection of the carcass 
of each bird processed, and such quarantine, segregation and reinspection as he de- 
termines necessary of poultry and poultry products in each official establishment 
processing such poultry or poultry”. As written, H. R. 5463 would make no re- 
quirement for bird-by-bird post mortem inspection. This is a substantial weaken- 
ing of the inspection service as it is now constituted on a voluntary basis. This is 
a major defect which should be remedied as indicated. 

Section 6, page 8, line 8 

After the word “all” insert the word “poultry”. 

Section 8, page 11, lines 24 and 25 and page 12, lines 1 through 7% 

In line 24 at page 11, after the word “conclusive” insert a period and delete all 
of the remainder of section 8. An appeal procedure in respect to label approvals 
is cumbersome, unnecessary and would prevent speedy processing of labels sub 
mitted for approval. Such provisions would tend to crystalize administrative 
regulation into an inflexible set of requirements which would not take into ac 
count varying products or situations. Existing informal, flexible and effectis 
label approval procedures would be destroyed. Compare with the provisions of 
sections 17.1-17.14 of the Meat Inspection Regulations. 

Section 9, page 12, line 22 

Delete the words “Knowingly and”. The word “knowingly” would make provi 
of violation almost impossible and render the section practically unenforceable 
Section 9, page 13, lines 2, 4, 11 and 15 

Delete the word “knowingly” where it appears. 

Section 9, page 14, line 20 

Delete the words “between official establishments and the” and substitute the 
word “to”. This change will prohibit the interstate shipment of New York 
dressed fowl. 

Section 13, page 15, line 25 

Delete the word “knowingly.” The word “knowingly” would make proof of 
violation almost impossible and render the section practically unenforceable 
Section 14, page 17, line 11 

Delete the word “minor”. 


Section 17, page 18, line 19 
Delete the words “knowing that svch products” and substitute “which”. T! 
word “knowing” is objectionabie here and prevents adequate enforcement 
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Section 17, page 18, line 20 

After the word “adulterated” insert the phrase 
consumption”. 
Section 19, page 20, lines 13 through 16 

In line 13, after the word “agencies” insert a period and delete the remainder 
of lines 13 through 16. To secure a uniformly administered, objective inspection 
service there should be no authority to conduct inspection services through State 
or local agencies. This is a substantial objection if this language is to remain. 


‘ 


‘and are intended for human 


Mr. Warts. There are a few questions I would like to ask. 

As I understand it, you are not opposed to cooperation between 
State agencies and the Federal Government on poultry inspection, are 
you! 

Mr. Tromeoip. We think that cooperation, where you designate 
areas for this law to be effective intrastate, there should be very good 
cooperation with the local or State regulatory agencies in order to get 
this coverage in some areas intrastate. 

That is the purpose of the cooperation, and we think it is necessary. 
As far as the use of local cooperation using State or local employees 
for post mortem inspection, we do not believe that should be done. 

Mr. Warts. Even in those areas? 

Mr. 'TromBorp. Even in those areas. 

Mr. Warts. Of course it would be right difficult for the committee 
to digest all these suggested changes and we may not be able to ques- 
tion you intelligently about them. 

I am assuming under section 22, page 19, line 7, that you are adding 
six, in order to prevent anything being added to poultry such as 
frozen water. 

Mr. Tromporp. Yes. It is nothing more than the omission of this 
part of the definition of adulteration is so obvious when you compare 
this legislation with other food laws like the Food and Drug Cosmetic 
Act, and by omission, it seems to indicate that there is no problem of 
economic adulteration and it is of no consequence, and we just bring 
up the point that we think it possibly is. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, you not only cover taking something 
away from the bird, you cover adding something to it too. IT imagine 
a good many of these changes that you have outlined are changes in 
words. 

Mr. Tromporp. Yes, 

Mr. Warts. Technical changes. You have not examined revised 
377, have you? 

Mr. 'Tromroip. That apparently has come out very recently, has it? 

Mr. Warts. I would say yesterday. 

Mr, Tromnorp. We were not here yesterday. 

Mr. Warts. It makes some changes. What is your serious objection 
to New York shipped poultry? I am interested in that. 

Mr. TrompoiD. We have used, as the industry has, New York 
dressed poultry for many years, but the reason we have an objection te 
it is because most of the seizures that have been made on poultry by 
the Food and Drug Administration have been because of some of the 
unsavory, you might say, things that happened to New York dressed 
poultry. 

We only mention this because we do not like the idea of operating 
under one system and having the Food and Drug Administration con- 


Sine einine 








154 INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


demning this practice. Fecal smears for instance is a very important 
and very critical point on New York dressed birds. It is a matter of 
aesthetic consideration. 

Mr. Warts. Do you assume that if a mandatory inspection program 
is carried out it would improve the quality of New York dressed birds? 

Mr. Tromeoxp. I can see how it would from the sanitation of estab- 
lishments perhaps. I can’t see how it would go much further than 
that. 

Mr. Warts. How much further is there to go, the handling of it, 
you mean ? 

Mr. Tromportp. Well, the care in the shipping of it, yes, cleanliness 
of it, freedom from defects. 

In other words, it is not an inspection for wholesomeness. It could 
only reflect in the other workmanship characteristics and plant sani- 
tation undoubtedly would improve. 

Mr. Watts. You feel that the law should be amended so as to pro- 
vide a bird by bird post mortem inspection. 

Mr. Tromeorp. I do. 

Mr. Warts. The testimony before the committee was that the vol- 
untary inspection had followed that line but you feel that we should 
spell out in the law that it be bird by bird ? 

Mr. Trompotp. I believe we should. 

Mr. Warts. There has been some testimony that there might be 
some better methods through scientific knowhow and advancement on 
inspection, but I guess that would be bird by bird, too, would it not, 
even if it was done by machine of some kind ? 

Mr. Trompotp. With the present state of knowledge, I think the 
veterinarian people will testify to the effect that it must be a bird by 
bird inspection post mortem. 

Mr. Warrs. I think that has been followed if I followed the testi- 
mony correctly, in the voluntary program, but you feel it is necessary 
to spell that out in the law. 

Mr. Trompoip. We think so. Otherwise there may be some contest 
on the point. Of course the regulations could specifically spell that 
out and be administered by the Secretary. 

Perhaps it might be well to spell it out in the regulations, but 
the Meat Inspection Act, it, the law, is very general, and it is fortified 
by the regulations which actually amend or rather implement its 
action. 

Mr. Warts. Do you know whether the red meat inspection law—I 
am asking for information because I do not know—spells out carcass 
by carcass inspection, or is that left to regulations? 

Mr. Tromeorp. I think it is left to regulations, I am not sure. 

Mr. Warts. And I notice you comment about ante mortem inspec- 
tion not on the basis of bird by bird, but do you think the Department 
should have the authority to make such an inspection if it deems it 
necessary to see that wholesome poultry is on the market? 

Is that your position ? 

Mr. Tromporp. That is right. 

Mr. Warrs. And you are firmly convinced that if there is going to 
be any enforcement of the act, that the word “knowingly” should be 
deleted from it ? 

Mr. Tromporp. Yes, sir, I feel that way. 
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Mr. Warts. Mr. McIntire, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. McIntire. Yes, just a couple of points, sir. 

I don’t want to be repetitious on this, Mr. Trombold, but I think 
it is an important area of this legislation. 

You made reference to the fact that in your opinion you feel that 
the inspectors should be Federal employees. 

Are you differentiating between a Federal employee and a federally 
licensed inspector ? 

Mr. Tromeorp. I am not sure how that licensing works, but I feel 
that they should be on the Federal payroll. 

If it is a Federal law, they should be Federal employees. That is 
the way we feel about it. 

Mr. McIntime. Let me see if I can illustrate what I am thinking of. 
If this legislation is enacted, we are dealing with a Federal law, so we 
start with a Federal law requiring inspection. Let me say further 
that the cost of this legislation is being borne by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

I was interested to get your thought in relation to what you mean by 
Federal employee. For instance, in an area where there is seasonal 
need for inspection service and there were in that area a man who was 
federally licensed, went on the line, and performed his duties under 
the law—although not a full-time employee—certainly he is on the line 
and he is going to be paid. 

The law provides that the Federal Government compensate for this 
inspection service. 

Would that meet your thought in relation to Federal employees? 

Mr. Trompotp. Not specifically. There are many plants in the 
voluntary program which do have seasonal operations also. Yet the 
inspectors under the voluntary inspection system are, with very minor 
exceptions I might say, Federal employees. 

Mr. McIntire. I do not think that is quite what I was getting at. 
I think under our Federal-State arrangements and the voluntary ar- 
rangement that we are dealing with federally licensed inspectors right 
now, are we not, particularly under Federal-State ? 

Mr. Tromeorp. I thought that was for grading. 

Mr. McIntire. It is for grading also. I should say also. The 
grading inspectors are federally licensed also. 

Mr. Trompotp. Yes. 

Mr. McIntire. But are not the inspectors under the voluntary pro- 
gram and a Federal-State arrangement which exists in two States also 
federally licensed ? 

Mr. Tromeorp. I think that is true, that is right. 

I think there are two States. 

Mr. McIntire. Forget the grading part because it has nothing to 
do with this particular legislation. Am I correct in drawing the con- 
clusion that you object to that type of an arrangement of licensing and 
that you believe these inspectors should not be in a licensing capacity 
but in an employed capacity on the Federal payroll? 

Mr. Tromeorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McIntire. What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Trompoip. We think as a matter of uniformity. 

Mr. McIntire. Why? 
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Mr. Tromponp. We think there may be local or area pressures or 
interests which they may be more susceptible to. 

Mr. McIntire. If he is under a Federal license ! 

Mr. Trompop. I don’t know what that means. It is more just—— 

Mr. McInviee. It means the right that he has to go in there and 
work on that line is by virtue of his being licensed by the Federal 
Government, That isall it means. 

He has to be trained. He is under the supervision of the Federal 
supervisor. The Federal supervisor is inspecting his work and con- 
stantly tr aining him as to any changes. 

What is the line of reasoning by ‘which that man is not qualified ? 

Mr. Tromporp. I just thought ‘that he owes his job still to the State 
and not to the Federal Government. 

Mr. McInvire. Is it not your interpretation that he owed his job by 
virtue of Federal license to do the work. 

Mr. Tromeorp. I think an inspector’s allegiance is where his pay 
comes from. 

Mr. McIntire. He is getting paid by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Tromeoxp. I don’t see the point of how he can be a State em- 
ployee then. 

Mr. McIntire. He may be a State employee only by virtue of an 
agreement which may have been made as between the United States 
Department of Agriculture and the State. 

Mr. Tromeorp. I cannot further elaborate on that point. I can’t 
cast any further light on it. 

Mr. McIntime. But you still make the differentiation 

Mr. Tromvoxp. That is my impression of the w ay it works. Pos- 
sibly I have not been as close to these Federal-State programs as 
some of the other prepie, who may have testified. 

Mr. McIntire. I don’t mean to be pressing you on this, Mr. Trom- 
bold, but it is all-encompassed within this whole administrative ap- 
pro: ach to this progra: m—whether it is going to be permissive, provid- 
ing you can meet the requirements, w hether it is going to be permissive 
administr: atively to work this thing out some show within the States in- 
volved to meet some of those local conditions. Certainly there is not 
any hope, I am sure, on my part as a member of this committee that 
this type of an arrangement shall let down the barriers anywhere as to 
the quality of inspection service performed. 

But you get at the very heart of some of the administrative latitude 
which many persons in the poultry industry have felt would lend it- 
self to just as efficient, perhaps less expensive, arrangement. I am 
certain many persons say they think it would be less expensive, and it 
would have adaptability to situations within the production pattern 
and the processing pattern in a certain area. I am speaking of Fed- 
erally licensed inspectors. 

I think it is quite important to this committee to make a determina- 
tion as to whether that latitude shall be there or not, and I was deduc- 
ing from your testimony that you were opposed to that. I may be 
wrong in that deduction, but I was inferring this on the basis of 
your requiring it to be Federal employees, and that you were drawing 
that in rather ‘tightly. 

Mr. Tromeonp. Yes, I underscored “Federal.” 

The law only says “those persons designated,” I believe, sir. 
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Mr. McIntire, any person designated by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture for the definition of inspector to us seemed to be a little loose. 

Mr. McIntire. And your thought was the only way you could 
tighten it up was to make him a Federal employee? 

“Mr. Trompotp. Yes. I saw nothing about Federal licensing in any 
of the bills that I read. 

Mr. McInrirz. Of course within the framework of the grading acts 
and the agreements under it, and many other inspection services per- 
formed, the Secretar y is authorized to designate and his designation is 
a Federal license. 

You feel that that still is a little less tight, you might say, than 
what you prefer today ¢ 

Mr. Tromporp. Right. 

Mr. Waris. As I understand your position, and I may be entirely 
wrong, you are very anxious that the same pattern of inspection pre- 

vail all over the country wherever the inspection might be. 

Mr. TrompBo.b. That is right. 

Mr. Warrs. You want the same rigid standards ¢ 

Mr. Tromeowp. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. You want the same high quality of inspection 4 

Mr. Trompoip. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. And you want the job clone thoroughly ¢ 

Mr. Trompoxtp. Yes. I might add that—— 

Mr. Warts. And it would not make too much difference to you, if 
those conditions prevailed, whether he was a direct employee or 
licensee, would it ? 

Mr. ‘Trompoip. As long as the standards are met and the law is 
strong and properly enforced, properly administered, uniform, and 
that the law applying to poultry is on a par with those for other foods. 

I think we cannot set poultry aside and give special dispensation to 
poultry. I think poultry has to obey the same consumer protective 
laws that any other foods do, meat, nonpoultry, nonmeat products. 

Ww e just want it all on the same b: asis. 

r. Warts. Thatisall. Thank you. 

Dr. Oscar Sussman, National Association of State Public Health 
Veterinarians. 

Will you come around, Dr. Sussman? You do not have a prepared 
statement 4 


STATEMENT OF DR. OSCAR SUSSMAN, ASSOCIATION OF STATE 
PUBLIC HEALTH VETERINARIANS, NEW JERSEY STATE DEPART- 
MENT OF HEALTH 


Mr. Sussman. No, sir, I did not get the bills in time and was not 
able to do that. I have remarks made but I could not get it mimeo- 
graphed. 

Mr. Warrs. You may proceed. 

Mr. SussMan. [ represent the National Association of State Public 
Health Veterinarians, in the New Jersey Health Officers Association 
and the Veterinary Medical Association of New Jersey 

Mr. Chairman, I am Oscar Sussman, a doctor of veterinary medi- 
cine with graduate training in the field of public health at Yale Uni- 
versity Se hoot of Medicine trom which I was granted a master’s degree 
in public health. 
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My work is that of preventing the spread of animal and bird diseases 
to humans. I am an immediate past vice president of the American 
Veterinary Medical Association, and have been chairman or member 
of the Public Health Committee of the United States Livestock Sani- 
tary Association for the last 7 years. 

I am presently president elect of the Veterinary Medical Association 
of New Jersey, and am a licensed health officer, and was elected from 
ordinary member status to fellow status in the American Public 
Health Association. 

I just present this as indication of my qualifications in this par- 
ticular area, which we have under discussion. 

I am here today as a professionally-trained doctor, representing the 
associations I previously referred to. 

The issue of poultry inspection has been discussed for a number of 
years by public health and food and drug authorities. 

The groups I represent appreciate this opportunity to summarize 
our views with respect to what type of legislation should eventually 
be prepared by this Congress. 

We feel it is particularly unfortunate that over the last few years 
acrimonious debate in industry, health, and public journals have 
resulted in poor press and consumer relationships for the entire poul- 
try industry. 

This fact is particularly unfortunate since from recent statements 
made before Congress, there appear to be no really major disagree- 
ments as to what is desirable but merely the means to obtain such end; 
namely, good poultry inspection. 

It is our feeling that if our discussion presented the basic issues and 
viewpoints, you would be better able to note our position and take 
cognizance of their import. 

I point to the fact that these statements are made by public health 
and professional medical groups. ‘These statements represent the 
viewpoints accepted and propounded by all health, consumer, medical, 
and labor groups at all hearings before this and other congressional 
committees studying this problem. 

We would like to note that your committee has been most diligent in 
researching this problem, and therefore we shall limit our discussion 
to points of tentative disagreement. 


BASIC ISSUES 


We believe it rather important that consideration be given to two 
basic issues. The first basic issue is this: Is this a public health meas- 
ure designed to protect the public or is it a marketing control measure ‘ 

On this issue our association feels that unless the legislation under 
consideration is primarily designed as a marketing device, an eco- 
nomic protective mechanism for some of the larger industry groups, a 
means of building up a large bureau enterprise within the Department 
of Agriculture sympathetic to the producer and processor, rather than 
consumer interests, then you should heed the opinions of public health 
and consumer organizations such as the American Public Health 
Association, the American Veterinarian Medical Association, the 
Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States, the Gen- 
eral Federation of Women’s Clubs, State medical societies, State 
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veterinary medical societies, conference of public health veterinarians, 
and the association of State and Territorial health officers. 

The testimony of these organizations in the 84th Congress, second 
session, with respect to Senate 3176, Senate 3588 and Senate 3983, in- 
dicate that they consider poultry inspection a public health measure. 
_ They suggest a transfer of poultry inspection functions from market- 
ing administrators to an agency supervised by administrators pri- 
marily concerned with consumer protection. 

The only testimony, Mr. Chairman, presented before any congres- 
sional committee studying this particular point was that presented 
by industry, the parties to be inspected. 

It is most significant that on this fundamental issue Dr. Willie, 
Chief of the Poultry Inspection Branch of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, specifically stated that poultry inspection is in 
fact a public health measure. 

I quote from an address presented before the section of public 
health of the 93d annual meeting of the American Veterinarian Medi- 
cal Association delivered at San Antonio, Texas, where Dr. Willie 
stated : 

It should be emphasized that our inspection service operates primarily as a 
public health measure. 

Mr. Chairman, on this point we attempt to bring the fact that 
there is a difference of opinion, and the difference of opinion is that 
the question of administration to all of the people I have mentioned 
is 2 rather paramount one, and is the point of contention—not that we 
mistrust anyone, not that there is any real attempt to push anyone in 
the face, so to speak—but it is just a matter that certain functions 
should be handled by certain people. 

In that connection we feel that inspection services are such that they 
should be handled separately. 

I should like to point out that the Red Meat Inspection Branch as 
such is in the Agricultural Research Service, whereas the Red Meat 
Grading Branch is in the Agricultural Marketing Service, a situation 
where we firmly believe the definition has been kept where the market- 
ing functions are in one area and the inspection functions are in an- 
other area. 

The second basic issue, Mr. Chairman, is this: 

Is the integrity of the Federal stamp placed on animal and poultry 
meat products to continue to be placed in jeopardy, or is there to be 
face value acceptance of the United States stamp on poultry? 

In our opinion, actions of the Agricultural Marketing Service in- 
dicate clearly to public health, food and drug officials, and consumers 
that the agricultural marketing service is not the proper group to 
direct activities primarily concerned with public health and consumer 
protection. 

As examples, we note, example 1, in 1948, better than 8 years ago, 
the marketing officials offered to industry the opportunity to allow 
uninspected birds to be marketed with a United States grade A label 
on it. 

This was proven to be highly misleading and deceiving to the 
consumer. 

It was not until 1951, after a lot of discussion by public health 
people, that this sales appeal device was dropped at the insistence 
of the health groups and consumer groups. 
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Example 2: The Agricultural Marketing officials in the United 
States Department of Agriculture license and make official grader 
sanitarians of persons who with no training and in many instances of 
ere employed by, or owners of, the firms which are inspected 
or sanitary conditions. 

Confidence on the part of consumers and health authorities is cer- 
tainly not inspired by such actions. 

Example No. 3: A contract was offered to processors by the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service in August of 1955 allowing the owner of 
a firm to request the transfer of an inspector provided the owner pay 
for such inspector’s transportation to another plant. 

Thus, every inspector was under a constant threat of movement, 
should he incur the wrath of the plant management. 

This committee should know that the voluntary dog food inspection 
service utilizing the same agricultural marketing act but administered 
by the Agricultural Research Service never allowed for an inspector 
to be so intimidated. 

It was only after these situations were called to the attention of 
Congress or otherwise made public that these bad situations were 
somewhat corrected. 

We cannot as persons interested in the public’s health and the con- 
sumers’ welfare allow such situations to go unnoticed and to avoid, in 
the interest of harmony, to come before your group and point out 
our feelings, even where they may be in conflict with powerful pres- 
sure groups of industry. 

Our criteria for good legislation is as follows: 

First, our association considers that poultry inspection legislation 
is a public health function. 

Secondly, that integrity of the Federal stamp is essential to the 
producer, processor, and consumer. 

We therefore go on record as supporting any legislation which 
will contain the following elementary criteria. 

First, the inspectors must be civil-service Federal Government em- 
ployees. Plant employees should not be authorized to inspect. Allow- 
ing for Federal-State cooperation could lead to part-time employees 
becoming State and in turn Federal inspectors when needed. 

Incidentally, we understand that in one of the States, the situation 
has existed as late as last year—we are not certain at the moment 
because we cannot get the records—that an inspector under the in- 
spection system was in actual fact an employee of the plant, at other 
times he became the part-time employee. 

It should be noted in this connection that State and local health 
officials want Congress to enact a law to prevent interstate passage of 
filthy, diseased poultry, not legislation that leads to a mammoth 
bureaucratic organization. 

State officials will handle the intrastate problems, if you will help 
us handle the interstate problems. 

2. There should be a specific requirement for ante mortem inspection. 
The extent and type of inspection should be left to the determination 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. There is need for ante mortem inspec- 
tion to determine some conditions more readily discernible while the 
birds are alive, and to protect the health of the workers in industry. 

Recent experiences of deaths and illness in Texas, Oregon, and New 
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Jersey slaughterhouse workers due to psittacosis in turkeys are a case 
in point. 

And ante mortem inspection can and will provide better protection 
to slaughterhouse workers and consumers, and will aid in preventive 
medical therapy at the farm level. 

Our organization—I checked after Dr. Willie made the statement 
yesterday, Mr. Chairman—and our organization would go along with 
the points laid down for ante mortem inspection as presented by him 
in his paper. 

Now the only thing is he states at the beginning point of his paper 
that you cannot do it, but he ends up by indicating that it can be done 
on the 5 points that he lists on the last page, and we would go along 
with those 5 points, because I think he has the experience and know- 
how, and he definitely indicates that ante mortem is essential, and that 
ante mortem can be done in the crates, and that it does not necessarily 
have to be done bird by bird. 

I think this is important because some members of industry have 
thrown up a smokescreen indicating that public health authorities live 
in some sort of a glass and ivory tower. I should like to assure you 
that we do not, and that we actually want good inspection, and that we 
are not trying to have publicity and bad public relations for the poultry 
industry. 

But I think these facts should come out, and we are for a compulsory 
ante mortem inspection. 

3. The designated area section should not interfere with the building 
up of good local health jurisdictions. Some pieces of legislation pres- 
ently before this committee would allow for unrestricted Federal con- 
trol of the smallest health jurisdiction. 

The bill to be passed should provide for consent by local jurisdiction. 
This will in effect produce a favorable climate for mutual cooperation 
between State, city, and Federal Governments. To allow the Federal 
Government to enter into intrastate affairs to the extent of prohibiting 
shipment of processed poultry from one city in a State to another city 
in the same State would subvert public health considerations to purely 
economic barrier type legislation. 

4. Legislation should not require that prior to conviction a processor 
must have knowingly failed to observe requirements of the legislation. 
To allow for legislation to require knowledge to be a consideration 
prior to conviction means that it will not be feasible for the Govern- 
ment to process a case and win a conviction. 

Food produced under present processing methods are so prepared 
that the consumer cannot adequately protect or inform himself of the 
safety of the contents. 

Therefore the maxim exists in the food industry “Let the seller be- 
ware as to the safety of the product he sells,” as opposed to the usual 
concept of “Let the buyer beware of that which he purchases.” 

Should this Congress reverse this procedure, I as a consumer and 
a public health worker fear for the consequences with regard to food- 
law legislation and court decisions which have built the American food 
industry up to the high level that it presently occupies with respect. to 
integrity and consumer acceptance, 

The poultry industry need but look at the meat and other foods to 
realize the fallacy of their worry as to unjust prosecutions and 
convictions. 
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American courts protect our rights and will continue to do so. 

5. The bill should provide for the placement of the inspection service 
in the Agricultural Research Service, a consumer protective agency, in 
contrast to bills which would leave the choice to the discretion of the 
Secretary. 

For your information, the American Public Health Association at 
their annual meeting November 15, 1956, resolved as follows—and I 
should like to indicate that this organization is the major public health 
organization in the United States, and that it took 3 years for them 
to formulate this resolution. 

They did not just come up with it in a hasty manner, and I therefore 
feel that some consideration should be put on it. 

They stated: “That the American Public Health Association sup- 
ports the passage of a Federal law which will place the responsibility 
for the inspection of poultry which moves in interstate and foreign 
commerce in an agency having as its primary responsibility the super- 
vision of the safety of food such as the Meat Inspection Division of 
the Agricultural Research Service of the United States Department of 
Agriculture or the Food and Drug Administration in the United States 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.” 

Our organizations feel that the legislation you prepare could create 
a poultry inspection branch in the Agricultural Research Service on 
an equal status with the Red Meat Inspec tion Branch. 

It is our contention, and your knowledge of Government will sup- 

ort this, that all technical, professional personnel of the Voluntary 
ae Inspection Service can and will be transferred to the Agri- 
cultural Research Service. 

Graders, salesmen, and marketing specialists would then be free to 
pay more attention and use their competence in a field where the 
poultry industry sorely needs them, namely, helping to sell the product. 

The point has been raised by United States Department of Agri- 
culture officials as to other inspection services operated under Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service agencies. 

It must be pointed out that these are services performed as marketing 
functions and not as compulsory regulatory protection for consumers. 
Public health authorities, consumers, and food and drug officials do 
not agree with statements made before this Congress indies ating the 
need for leaving the compulsory statement with regard to inspection 
out of the legislation and allowing the Secretary to determine such 
need. 

They predicate their statement on the possibility of future processes 
of radiation sterilization of foods. We are sure that neither the 
industry nor United States Department of Agriculture officials are 
actually advocating that we will eat atomically sterilized poultry 
showing evidence of disease. 

We are certain that this committee will agree that the thought of 
consuming an atomically sterilized abscess- loaded with non: :ppetizing 
but safe pus is repugnant to the American concepts of cleanliness and 
wholesomeness. 

Weare further certain that the consumers of poultry will be unwill- 
ing to accept for consumption diseased poultry which has been steril- 
ized but still contains noxious byproducts of the disease processes. 

Only bird-by-bird competent inspection will ever limit such pos- 
sibilities. We cannot be vague on this point. 
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INSPECTION MUST BE MADE MANDATORY 


In conclusion we feel that of the legislation presently under consid- 
eration, any one could be amended to cover the basic criteria suggested 
by public health, consumers, and food and drug authorities. 

At the present time it appears to us to be rather useless to comment 
on what need be done to what bill. We should like to point out in 
closing that congressional committees in executive session on agri- 
cultural matters refer to experts of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 

While this is good, we should like to suggest that perhaps in the 
future, consideration might be given to asking for information from 
other outside sources in such situations where the give-and-take can 
more fully explain points of view than in prepared statements. 

In the present instance it appears that even the top authority of 
poultry inspection in the United States Department of Agriculture, 
Dr. Willie, has indicated that poultry inspection is a public health 
problem. 

We therefore ask you to give due consideration to the suggestions 
of public health groups when you go into executive session. 

We appreciate this opportunity to be heard and know full well 
that you will attempt to come up with the best legislation to help 
attain the desired end, the confidence of public health authorities 
and Mrs. Consumer in all poultry products. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Sussman, thank you for that very excellent state- 
ment. I think you have made your points very clear and plain. 

It might be of some help to the committee, since you represent the 
Public Health Department, if you would take the bill that the com- 
mittee is considering as a framework around which we might try to 
write some legislation, that is H. R. 377, go through it section by sec- 
tion and indicate what changes you would advocate in it to make it in 
more conformity. 

Of course, when we go into executive session, such a document would 
certainly be of help to us. Where you make a change, it might be ad- 
visable to give an explanation of your reason rather than have us 
search back through your entire testimony to find out what particular 
point you are driving at. 

Would you do that for us, sir? 

Mr. Sussman. I'd be glad to, sir. 

(The data referred to above is as follows :) 

ASSOCIATION OF STATE PUBLIC HEALTH VETERINARIANS, 
Trenton, N. J., March 13, 1957. 
Congressman Haroip D. CooLey, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Poultry and Eggs, 


Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Coorry: As per request of the chairman of the House 
Agricultural Subcommittee on Poultry and Eggs relative to poultry inspection, 
I herewith supply you with the information with respect to the Association of 
State Public Health Veterinarians’ comments on the Department of Agriculture 
comparative print of H. R. 377. In making this comparison, I shall use the 
original printed bill as offered by Mr. Polk on January 3, 1957, rather than 
the comparative print supplied in mimeographed form. Suggested modifications 
we would make are as follows: 
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Section 2, page 2, line 21 

Delete the words “is authorized after” and substitute “should hold.” Change 
“hearing” to “hearings.” 
Section 3, page 8, line 7 

After the word “unwholesome” insert the words “or adulterated.” 
Section 4, page 3, line 17 

After “tion” delete the word “and” and substitute a comma and insert the 
following: “Provided, That the governing body of such major consuming area 
has consented to such designation.” Change “the” to “The.” This change would 
remove grounds for local objection to this legislation and eliminate possible 
constitutional questions. 
Section 5, page 4, lines 3 through 5 

Delete all of lines 3 through 5 and substitute the following: “operations are 
being conducted, cause to be made by inspectors ante mortem inspection in such 
manner as he determines necessary; post mortem inspection of the carcass of 
each bird processed, and such quarantine, segregation and reinspection as he 
determines necessary of poultry and poultry products in.” As written, H. R. 377 
would make no requirement for bird-by-bird post mortem inspection. This is 
a substantial weakening of the inspection service even as it is now constituted 
on a voluntary basis. This is a major defect which should be remedied as 
indicated. 
Section 5, page 4, line 9 

The Department of Agriculture suggested a change to include “unfit for human 
consumption” would provide for an undefined situation. ‘“Unwholesome” is 
defined—‘“adulterated” is defined, but not the phase “unfit for human consump- 
tion” in section 22. 
Section 7 

Changes of Department of Agriculture are acceptable. 
Section 8, page 8, lines 8, 13, 15, and 22 

In line 8, delete the words “Knowingly and.” In lines 13, 15, and 22 delete the 
word “knowingly” where it appears. The word “knowingly” would make proof 
of violation almost impossible and render the section practically unenforceable. 
Section 8 (da), page 9, line 1 

Delete the word “Knowingly.” 
Section 8, page 10, line 5 

Delete the words “between official establishments.” This change will prohibit 
the interstate shipment of New York-dressed fowl. 
Section 10, page 10, line 17 

After the word “records” insert the words “for a period of two years following 
each transaction.” Such a time limit is essential on recordkeeping requirements. 
Section 15, page 18, lines 6 through 11 

Delete all of lines 6 through 11. Such a provision merely permits needless 
delay in the effective enforcement of the law and promotes laxity on the part 
of officials charged with enforcement and administration. 
Section 16, page 13, line 20 

Delete the words “knowing that such products” and substitute “which.” The 
word “knowing” would make proof of violation almost impossible and render the 
section practically unenforceable. 
Section 16, page 18, line 21 

After the word “unwholesome” insert “or adulterated.” 


Section 18, page 15, lines 10 through 13 


Delete all of lines 10 through 13 and substitute “Poultry and poultry products.” 
Unless changed, this section would be too restrictive as to the Federal Food, 
Drug and Cosmetic Act and make exclusive as to poultry what is not exclusive 
as to meat. 
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Section 18, page 15, lines 20 through 28 

In line 20 after the word “agencies” insert a period and delete the remainder 
of lines 20 through 23. To secure a uniformly administered, objective inspection 
service there should be no authority to conduct inspection services through State 
or local agencies. 


Section 22, page 17, line 25 
After the word “a” insert “poultry carcass or parts thereof or any.” 


Section 22, page 18, line 3 
After the word “from” insert the words “diseased poultry or from.” 


Section 22, page 19, line 7 

Following subsection (4) insert the following subsections: 

“(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or 
abstracted therefrom ; or 

“(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make 
it appear better or of greater value than it is.” 

Comparable language is found in the Food and Drug Act. Failure to include 
such provisions permits the inference that there is no objection to and no penalty 
provided for economie adulteration of poultry or poultry products. Failure 
to prohibit and condemn such economic adulteration is a disservice to the 
poultry buyer whether that buyer is the housewife or the packer who buys 
poultry for further processing. 

Section 22, page 19, line 8 

Delete the word “person” and substitute “employee of the Federal Govern- 
ment.” This change will make it clear that only Government employees—and 
not processor employees—may act as inspectors. Unless this change is made, 
the legislation could constitute a deception and fraud on the public. 





Section 22, page 20, line 7 

After line 7, add the following: “(o) The term ‘processing’ means any opera- 
tion or combination of operations whereby poultry which is intended for sale for 
human consumption is killed, dressed, eviscerated, cut up, frozen, cooked, heat- 
treated, canned, packed, repacked, reprocessed, or changed in size, shape, or 
form for marketing for human consumption and includes the combining of 
poultry and poultry products with other edible ingredients for marketing for 
human consumption.” 

I should like to note for your information that the modifications as listed 
above would primarily change this bill to provide for Federal Government 
inspectors, performing compulsory ante mortem and post mortem inspections— 
post mortem on a bird-by-bird basis, ante mortem on a crate, flock or cage basis— 
change of the designated area situation to allow for proper relationships between 
State and Federal Government and the transfer of the administrative control 
of this service to an agency more suited to control a consumer protective service 
associated with public health significance. 

I appreciate your cooperation and diligence in attempting to get the best bill 
possible, and should like to reiterate the one thought that appears paramount 
in consumer and health minds and that is the administration be with respect 
to consumer interests, since this is in fact a public health-protective measure. 

Respectfully, 
OSCAR SUSSMAN D. VY. M., 
Secretary-Treasurer. 

Dictated by, but signed in the absence of, Dr. Sussman. 

Mr. Warrs. Do you have any questions, Mr. McIntire? 

Mrs. Sullivan ? 

Mrs. Sutiivan. I would like to ask Dr. Sussman a question if I may, 
’ ‘ ° . “ ¥ 
Mr. Chairman. Of course, you know I have introduced two bills. 

Mr. SussMAn. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. One bill was drafted under my direct supervision 
to carry out suggestions Incorporated in a comprehensive report that 
I made on this subject last lear. This bill would simply amend the 
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Meat Inspection Act in every relevant detail to include poultry along 
with beef, lamb and veal as being subject to that act. 

The other bill I introduced, H. R. 5398, represented a different ap- 
proach suggested by a number of groups interested in effective in- 
spection machinery. It is much tighter and directed more at the 
consumer interest than the bills the industry groups have supported. 
I wondered if you could tell me in your study of the situation what 
the difference is from your standpoint as between H. R. 12 and H,. R. 

5398. Do you oppose H. R. 12? 

Mr. Sussman. Mrs. Sullivan, Mr. Chairman, I think as a member 
of the American Veterinary Medical Association I should ao out 
that there is a statement that is being put in by that gr oup, and I think 
if you refer to my statement when you go into committee, you will 
note that we don’t really object to any one of the bills that are presently 
here. 

Frankly, originally our original intent was to have the Meat In- 
spection Act amended to include poultry. Had that been done orig- 
inally, and had we not had some of the fears which we do have as to 
the methods of administration, that would have been the most feasible 
and most successful manner of doing it. 

However, the poultry industry objects to that and, therefore, we feel 
that although your bill is a good bill in all but one respect as far as 
State authorities are concerned, and that is the area where your 
bill—I think it is 2 (f) 9—amends the Meat Inspection Act to change 
it to the extent that the Federal Government could actually come into 
a State and start doing local health problem work, which has never 
been in effect in any other act like the Meat Inspection Act. 

Incidentally, that act has been lauded very highly in the past year 
on their 50th anniversary, by all of the people in the meat industry, 
the American Institute and all the processors who feel it has done a 
terrific job for them. 

So, Mrs. Sullivan, I would say that your bill, H. R. 12, isa very good 
bill, and we would have no objections to that bill being amended with 
that one proviso being taken out. 

The other bills, which are similar to the one that was in the Senate 
on the other side of the floor, S. 1128—and unfortunately they are 
the bills which industry seems to oppose so highly before your 
committee here—they actually provide for most of the ‘things that we 
raise in our statement. 

Mr. Chairman, in line with the thoughts of my group, I have a letter 
here from the State of Texas. I come from New Jerse *y, which is 
practically the diametrically opposite point of the United States. This 
letter is signed by Dr. Holle, who was a high official in the United 
States Public Health Service, and is presently the State Commissioner 
of Health of Texas where they have had psittacosis and had a number 
of people die from turkey psittacosis. 

His letter was addressed to Mr. Kendall, and I had authority, unless 
a copy has gone to you, to ask for its inclusion in the record. 

Mr. Warts. We have previously included it, sir. 

Mrs. Sutuivan. It has been testified that there have been no trans- 
missible diseases attributed to the consumption of poultry, and I think 
if you have that letter that you are submitting—— 
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Mr. Sussman. That letter doesn’t mention it, but since the question 
is raised, Mr. Chairman, the other day you heard from a veterinarian 
who was employed by industry. ' 

I think one of the points of view that we must all share is the fact 
that there are differences of opinion. Unfortunately for the point of 
view previously represented, I believe that of the people that work 
in this area of transmissible diseases, there are no other people that 
I know of personally, and I can give you a list of approximately 60 
scientific persons in this area, that would make the statement in the 
same way as it was made to you the other day, namely, that there are 
no diseases transmissible from poultry to humans of public health 
consequences. ’ 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know just what the record is. 
I don’t have it in front of me but if I recall correctly, the statement of 
the gentleman to which you refer was in connection with diseases which 
were transmittible to consumers in the consumption of poultry, in the 
eating of poultry. 

Mr. SussMAn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McInrire. I draw that distinction because I think that was the 
distinction that he was making. 

Mr. Sussman. And in answer to that, my statement still applies, and 
that is, in the Public Health morbidity records, I believe, of 4 weeks 
ago there were some cases of turkey—I can’t remember the disease, 
but it was the eating of turkey that was infected with an organism 
which was a spore former. 

This organism was present in the turkey. The turkeys were prop- 
erly cooked and heated. The spores resisted the proper temperature 
of ordinary cooking, and then the spores developed as the turkey 
cooled off and there were a number of people killed. 

I don’t mean killed but made sick. Strike the “killed.” 

Sut there are numbers of cases, Mr. McIntire, of Salmonella infee- 
tions which actually are spread by means of diseased poultry to con- 
sumers in two ways. 

One is by direct contact where they bring the bird in the house and 
put it on the drain board and then the drain board cannot be sterilized. 

They cook the chicken and it is perfectly safe, but the material that 
they brought in with this diseased bird, the Salmonella organism are 
then present on the vegetables that are handled in the house. 

The question, of course, resolves what is first, the chicken or the egg 
but the point is you get sick in either case. : 

Incidentally, research on this case by Oscar Phesenfeld and by Dr. 
Edwards indicate that proper poultry inspection can eliminate from 
as much as 13 percent of carcasses that are infected to as low as 3 
percent. 

It doesn’t completely eliminate it but it certainly lowers it per- 
centagewise. 

I should like to thank you gentlemen for hearing me, and if I may— 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Hagen has a question. 

Mr. Hacen. You mentioned letters referring to the death of people 
from turkey psittacosis. 

Mr. Sussman. Sir? 

Mr. Hacen. You mentioned some deaths from turkey psittacosis. 

Mr. Sussman. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Hagen. Were they employees in a plant ? 

Mr. Sussman. Employees. There has been no known case of a 
person getting psittacosis after having eaten a bird that was infected. 

Mr. Hagen. Another question. 

I am sorry I missed all your testimony but I have a statement here 
by Mr. Trumbold, director of quality control of Campbell Soup Co. 
of Camden, N. J. 

He states in his testimony that the language of the law should 
prohibit the shipment of uneviscerated poultry both between States 
and between official establishments. 

What disability arises from shipping uneviscerated poultry? 
What is the danger there ? 

Mr. Sussman. You bring up a point—I should like to say I agree 
most heartily with every part of Mr. Trumbold’s statement, and that 
as an official of the State of New Jersey it gives me a great deal of 
pleasure to be able to do so, because, as you know, the company he 
represents happens to be located there. 

{ am not running for election but I just wanted to get it in the 
record. 

I do think that the point he makes should be brought home in this 
respect : 

If we have calves that are of the weight of 50 to 60 pounds, the 
dressed weight of the calf, no one, I think, would presume that we 
should allow the viscera with fecal material and contamination to 
travel from one plant to another in that situation. 

Some turkeys are almost that size. In fact, some are probably as 
large as little calves. 

To allow the fecal material to mingle and be in contact does this: 

You have the droppings coming out and going on the skin of the 
birds, no matter how well they are handled, when you take shield ice 
material. 

We will concede from the Public Health standpoint that Public 
Health authorities and Food and Drug authorities have been ex 
tremely lax in the last 20 years. 

We have allowed the industry to get into this procedure of using 
what is called New York dressed poultry. 

However, we feel that when an effort is made to change the activi- 
ties, that the effort should be such that within a reasonable time no 
one should be allowed to sell New York dressed—that is, uneviscerated 
birds, in interstate commerce, and then the man will be restricted to 
be in his home community. 

I think it is rather important that we try to build up the concept 
that if a city like Newark or Jersey City does not do their job, that 
the local consumers will soon see that they do, you see, so that just 
eliminating the scavenger type outfits from buying poultry in one 
State and not selling them whole because they know it is not good, and 
then selling it into another State and dumping it is the type of thing 
that the Federal Government should prevent. 

That is why we want the inspection. 

Mr. McIntire, I would just like to answer one point that you raised 
with another witness as to the State-Federal relationships, if I may, 
as a State employee. 

Mr. McIntire. I would appreciate it very much, sir. 
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Mr. Sussman. We feel that this is a rather paramount issue, and 
actually you will be changing the primary relationships of Federal- 
State relationships. 

Except in the field of marketing procedures, there is no situation 
where there is such a thing as a Federal-State grade on poultry. The 
question of integrity comes in. 

Mr. McIntire. You say except in marketing procedures there is no 
State in which there isa relationship in Federal grading ? 

Mr. Sussman. I didn’t say grading. I am sorry if you misunder- 
stood. 

I meant there is no area except in marketing areas where the Federal- 
State stamp, that is a cooperative arrangement, is put on a product 
which the consumer will get and assume that the Federal Government 
has jurisdiction over it, only in areas where it is a Federal-State ar- 
rangement, and in no areas of Government other than under the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Act does that ever apply. 

You were distinctly delineating between the grading and the in- 
spection service. 

I think the point that worries Public Health authorities is this: 
The question of whether it is cheaper comes up. It can’t be cheaper 
unless the help is cheaper, because an inspector locally on a State level 
is employed to do a job. He can’t be taken off that job and put on 
another job, because then his job isn’t being done. 

So you do have to have the personnel hours available to do it. Then 
the question comes up as to certain times of the year. 

Unfortunately, our reaction has been from facts the Federal Govern- 
ment has allowed people to be employed as employees of the firm to be- 
come what you ask, the licensed inspector. 

This would be a very untenable position to have a man work for 
a firm for 9 months and then become the licensed inspector under the 
State system and, in fact, put a Federal stamp on the product. 

I wouldn’t disagree on this point. Ifthe man was a State civil serv- 
ice employee, the chances of his being under pressure would be limited, 
but to have the man have another job and do that would be an un- 
tenable position, 

They raise—I sav they, the oppesition—raise this issue as a matter 
of not having enough help. 

I just throw this out to you. There is presently a system where a 
veterinarian or a properly trained man can become an inspector on a 
part-time basis by the Federal Government. 

He could be a civil service employee. Our own contention is that 
he must never have been in a position where he has a pecuniary or 
financial interest in the product which he is going to inspect. 

I work in the State, and as you get down into the lower areas of 
echelons. you have to resist pressures and we all do. 

But the pressures that would be on is a different one. If in another 
State outside of New Jersey the pressures were on to make sure that 
their products, State inspected, carried a Federal shield, it sounds 
very good that it is mutual cooperation between State and Federal 
Government. 

There is an honest man. But the honest man forgets that there is 
actually three people involved, the exporting State, the Federal Gov- 
ernment, and the one that really is concerned is the importing State. 
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_ And through our contacts as importing States we don’t have the 
unpression that this type of a thing will work. So really from the 
poe aa of industry, we can’t understand. We can’t comprehend 
why the system that has worked so effectively and has been applauded 
so consistently, the Federal meat inspection system, should be so con- 
sistently derogated without actually derogating them but indicating 
that they need a new system. 

You know you could extend this thing to the point where the sheep 
people need a separate inspection service because they are in com- 
petition in lamb with beef, and the people who sell goats could be in 
competition with those who sell sheep. 

I mean this question of whether you need a different type of inspec- 
tion for every category of animal, actually within the poultry industry 
I have heard that the broiler people have a different problem than the 
people who raise turkeys, and the duck people have a different problem 
than those who raise stewers. 

So you could get yourself in a bat box where you set up systems just 
in order to satisfy industry. 

But we have gone along, I mean we are willing to get something 
out. We have gone along in our statement to say that there be a 
separate poultry inspection branch in the Agriculture Research Ser- 
vice, separating the marketing and grading functions. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you, Dr. Sussman. You will look at that bill 
and give us your comments. You will be furnished a copy of it and 
we appreciate very much having your comments. 

Mrs. Suturvan. Mr. Chairman, before you dismiss Dr. Sussman; 
perhaps this has been brought up, but it might be that Dr. Sussman 
could comment on it. 

What protection would the small processor and the small farmer 
have under an inspection bill? What kind of legislation would be 
needed so that they are protected ? 

Mr. Sussman. I think, Mrs. Sullivan, that the thing that we feel— 
and we deal with the smaller man usually more than the larger men 
that deal with the Federal Government—we feel this: 

In the first place, the farmer must be in a position where he can 
actually sell his product from his farm to his consumers. 

The reason for that and the reason Public Health authorities will 
concede that is, I don’t know of a man in the United States who raises 
poultry who, when he sells the product direct to the consumer, would 
ever in the world sell a product that wasn’t safe and wholesome in his 
mind, so that we don’t really have a fear of that product being unsafe, 
and the chances of someone getting sick is eliminated to some extent 
by the fact that the people know each other and it is sort of the 
American system. 

And I don’t think anyone would argue with that. We want farmer 
exemption. ; 

As far as the small poultry processor who may in fact be a farmer, 
the same situation actually obtains in that regard and we feel that a 
small poultry processor should not be required, if he sells from Vine- 
land, N. J., into Newark, N. J., to meet the Federal specifications at 
all, that he must meet the sanitary requirements and the inspection 
requirements of the local authorities where he has a closer contact. 
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We will assure the consumers in the State that Vineland’s poultry 
will be inspected and the Newark health officer will assure his con- 
sumers in Newark that the products are safe. 

What assurances a small poultry processor needs I think the as- 
surances are to prevent large scale industry from pushing him out. 
You must not allow a designation clause to go in that will not provide 
for local option of acceptance. 

Otherwise, when the large-scale industry sees a nice, juicy market- 
ing area, they will immediately suggest that this is a good place to 
keep out all of the little fellows from. coming in, and by such designa- 
tion you are really causing trouble as far as the small man. 

SoS 1128, and whatever the House counterparts are, provide that 
the local option shall be enforced, that is, that they must accept this 
designation before it goes into effect. 

Otherwise I think you are not protecting the small poultry processor. 

Mr. Warts. May I interrupt there just a moment. I am interested 
in that and will you pardon me, Mrs. Sullivan ? 

Mrs. Sutiivan. That is all right. 

Mr. Warrs. If a certain area, we will say in my State, Louisville, 
Ky., was designated as an area for Federal inspection, what difference 
would it make—I am asking for information, I don’t know——whether a 
producer who shipped 10,000 birds a year in there or one who shipped 
100, if they have both got the same stamp ? 

Mr. Sussman. You have got a good point that has been asked by 
me of consumer groups and others. And I think we have to be 
renee 

I don’t know, actually, how many small producers there are in the 
United States and I defy anyone to tell me. 

But any small processor, and there are probably 500 that go into 
the city of Newark that I think I could easily count now, that means 
if you declared and spoke specifically of Newark as a designated area, 
the Federal Government, which you men are going to vote, would be 
in this position. 

Either they have to exempt the man and let him come in, which again 
doesn’t do anything, or they have to provide the service. 

That means that someone has to provide the service on the Federal 
basis for that stuff to go in, and in one city 500. 

You must multiply ‘that and see that bei ing realistic about the situa- 
tion, it sounds fine; I mean it really sounds good, but when you get 
right down into the working of it, and I am a working health officer 
down on a level where it counts, you are going to be in a position 
where you are in an awful box. 

You just can’t provide that service. 

Mr. Warts. Let me ask you a further question. Suppose, for 
instance, that you don’t have a designated city and you have a lot of 
poultry shipped into th: at city across State lines. 

Of course, that is going to be inspected. It is going to carry the 
Government's shield of i inspection. 

Then you have your local Exoenees who ships into the area and 
there is no opportunity for him to get a Government shield on his. 

You are going to find the merchants in that city are going to ad- 
vertise in the paper, “We sell nothing but United States Government 
inspected poultry,” and certainly they will put on a campaign along 
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that line, the housewives will see it, and when they go to the store 
they would say, “I want some Government inspected poultry.” 

Now, what opportunity has the little fellow who is shipping in that 
area to get his poultry accepted. 

Mr. SussmMAN. He has two options. One is that he can go in inter- 
state commerce or if he is so small that he can’t he can actually arrange, 
just as the poultry industry here is doing, coming in and asking for 
inspection. 

He can arrange under the American process, and I feel this strongly 
you know, that local health jurisdictions supply him with a service 
that will aid him in selling his product on the same sales appeal basis 
as the federally inspected. 

He will then come to his State government and say, “I need inspec- 
tion on a State basis. Provide it for me.” and we will then provide 
New Jersey State inspected poultry for this producer. 

Mr. Warrs. You and another witness have just finished, in a sense, 
saying that the State inspection services are not comparable in a way 
to the Federal inspection service. 

In other words, you don’t want to mingle them together because 
one of your predecessors said they were subject to local pressures 
and you indicated they were subject to local pressure. 

And I certainly don’t want to write any legislation, if I have any- 
thing to do with it, that will mitigate against ‘the small processor. 

One thing that appealed to me was to designate these areas in order 
that it gave every little producer that shipped a chance to get Gov- 
ernment inspection, whereas otherwise he wouldn’t have it, “and the 
producer shipping across the State line would display his Government 
shield and say, “Look, I have Government protected poultry and this 
other fellow hasn’t.’ 

Would the store man be apt to buy the Government inspected 
poultry and pass up the other? That is just a practical question with 
me. 

Mr. Sussman. Yes. I think the practical question is a well taken 
one, and I think actually the statement that the other witness made and 
the statement that this witness makes is with regard to the pressures 
that may be inherent in an exporting State that wants to get into an 
importing State and does not necessarily apply in those States where 
they are maintaining a ratio of the poultry coming in. 

So that I don’t think your statement can say or have me say or the 
other witness—and T can’t speak for him—that he meant to inply ‘that 
State inspection systems were not as good or worse or what have you 
from Federal system. 

I think the important point, Mr. Chairman, is that when a Federal 
shield is placed on the poultry, it should be federally inspec ted, and 
that we would provide a State system and we would not misinform the 
public. And this would be a State inspected product, and they could 
come and find out what we were doing as far as preparing this State 
inspected product. 

I feel the same as you do, that you don’t want to mitigate against 
the small processor, : and that is why we are just as vehemently opposed 
to the designated area section as you originally were for, and I don’t 
know what your situation is at the moment. 
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But I feel that if you have the ordinary designated area section in, 
that some of the industry groups have suggested that it will mitigate 
very strongly against the small, local poultry processor. 

Mr. Warts. You will admit that it presents quite a problem ? 

Mr. Sussman. You have got a problem. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Hagen, you said you had one question. 

Mr. Hacen. I don’t want to belabor what has some of the earmarks 
of a distasteful subject, but does a New York dressed bird have all the 
intestines in it ? 

Mr. Sussman. New York dressed means an uneviscerated bird with 
the feathers taken off and in most instances the feet taken off, but 
they can be off or on. 

Mr. Hacen. All the intestines 

Mr. SussMANn. All the intestines and feces are in there. 

Mr. Hacren. What would motivate the shipment of that kind of bird 
from Georgia to California, we will say, rather than taking all those 
things out ¢ 

What consideration, economic or otherwise, causes that to happen 
in the industry ¢ 

Mr. Sussman. It used to be that people wanted that, and to take the 
bird home themselves. 

In recent years it hasn’t been the case but the only motivation that 
presently exists is you have a plant which is equipped to slaughter the 
birds but is not equipped to eviscerate the birds, and it does cost money 
to put an evisceration line in. 

So, if a man has a plant of that type, he can possibly sell his known 
eviscerated birds to another plant elsewhere where they will be 
eviscerated. 

Now, I don’t think we can immediately stop that on an interstate 
basis, but I do believe that if the product is to carry a Federal shield 
on it, the connotation should be implied that the feces and other ma- 
terial has not dribbled over the skin and then someone inspected it 
and said it was O. K., after it was washed off, because the mere wash- 
ing process does not eliminate the bacterial contamination that has 
gone into the skin, so 1 would go along with Mr. Trumbold from 
Campbell Soup, even though it might be hard. 

I think some things are hard in life and I think one analogy I 
have always given is this to the poultry people. 

We do not allow a milk producer who also happens to come under 
your committee to take a can of milk on his farm and stick a Bunsen 
burner or a stove of some sort under it and warm it up and then pour it 
into a bottle that he has washed by hand and then cap it by hand and 
call this pasteurized milk because we know it may cause disease. 

Now, we have certainly put some milk farmers out of the business 
of selling a product direct on an individual basis to their consumers, 
and I know a lot of poultrymen that are happy about it. 

So I think some of these things may be hard to take for a while, 
but it is just one of those things of growing up as an industry that 
has to be done. 

And we have done it for this reason, sir, to eliminate typhoid fever 
and other diseases which people used to get and die from, and we are 
very proud of the fact, not proud that we knocked the little man out 
but proud that some of his friends are still living to be around with us. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you, Dr. Sussman. 
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The committee will now stand adjourned for 1 hour. 
(Whereupon, at 12:30 o’clock p. m., the committee recessed, to re- 
convene at 1: 30 0’clock p. m., this day. ) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Warts. The committee will come to order. 

Is Dr. Aaron Haskin here ? 

Come around, doctor, and give your name and position for the re- 
porter, please, sir. 


STATEMENT OF DR. AARON H. HASKIN, HEALTH OFFICER, CITY 
OF NEWARK, N. J. 


Dr. Haskin. I am Dr. Aaron Haskin, health officer of the city of 

Newark, N. J. 

Mr. Warts. Do you have a prepared statement, doctor? 

Dr. Haskin. I have. 

Mr. Warts. You may proceed. 

Dr. Haskin. The city of Newark has had inspection for poultry 
since 1954 and under this code all poultry coming into the city of 
Newark would have to come from approved sources following a 
thorough inspection to determine whether this source complies with 
all the regulations of our poultry-inspection code. As a result of the 
experience gained thereby, we have found that in order to have good 
poultry inspection and prevent contaminated poultry from being con- 
sumed, it becomes evident that certain principles or criteria should be 
present in any bill that would give this protection to our citizens. 

1. The bill should provide for inspection of interstate shipped 
poultry and not allow for the Federal Government to enter into the 
jurisdiction of local health authorities on purely intrastate shipped 
poultry. It is important that all employees doing this inspection work 
shall be Federal civil-service employees only. Too often, many bills 
provide directly or indirectly for the appointment of employees or 
owners of poultry processing establishments to be their own poultry 
inspectors, thereby creating a serious conflict of interests. In our ex- 
perience, such a situation has been present on a number of occasions 
and, in one particular case, we were compelled to exclude a plant 
under the Agricultural Marketing Service because conditions were 
very unsatisfactor y, to say the least, and one of the owners was oe 
officially appointed inspector. Whether that situation exists today, 
don’t know. 

In any bill, ante mortem and post mortem examination of poultry 
saad be spelled out specifically and only the extent and type should 
be left to the Secretary of Agriculture. The ante mortem inspection 
is very vital, particularly with respect to certain diseases in poultry 
which could not be detected on post mortem examination without ex- 
tensive laboratory tests, if at all. The ante mortem examination 
would reveal this situation and prevent contact between such sick 
birds and those employees in the processing line. It is not necessary 
that ante mortem inspection be on a bird-by-bird inspection program, 
but that some type of ante mortem inspection for the detection of 
birds who are ill should be specifically spelled out and not left to the 
discretion of any one individual. 
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3. It is very important in any good bill for the protection of the 
consumer interest that knowledge and intent not be ar equirement prior 
to conviction. This loophole has been used time and time again to 
circumvent the purposes of good inspection. This knowledge-and-in- 
tent clause would virtually make it impossible to get a conviction be- 

cause to prove knowledge ‘and intent is sometimes extremely difficult. 

4, Many agencies of government—that is, not only Federal, but State 
as well—have different philosophies of administration. Some have 
as a primary interest, marketing and production rather than con- 
sumer interest and it is signific ant that public health, food, and drug, 
and consumer authorities feel it is essential that to have a proper 
administration, the particular administrative supervision must be 
delegated by Congress so that the Secretary of Agriculture would not 
follow his previous experience in keeping same in the administration 
of a marketing group that is primarily interested in sales appeal and 
not primarily ‘interested in public-health aspects. 

The only bills of all those that I have received which meet these 
principles to the greatest extent are H. R. 5403 and H. R. 5398, and 
T read last night H. R. 12. I admit I have not seen all the bills in view 
of the fact that I was informed that some of them have not even been 
printed yet. 

Before concluding, I would like to state some facts concerning the 
cost of inspections In the Newark program. Now, this Newark pro- 
gram is not an inspection type of program that is intended in these 
bills. It is purely a quality control program, much as it is ina milk 
control program. The total proportional salary paid to poultry in- 
spectors in the program for the city of Newark is $4,800. In addition, 
depending upon distance from the city of Newark, the average costs 
for travel, meals, and lodging which are incurred during an inspec- 
tional tour of 5 processing plants in each area and the expenses pro- 
rated for each establishment are as follows: In Maine it amounted to 
= >; Connecticut, $15; New Yor rhe $20; Pennsylvania, $20; Maryland, 

30; Delaware, $30; Virginia, $45; North Carolina, $55; and Georgia, 

$70. 

In my opinion, the cost for this type of inspection is significantly 
low compared to the value derived by the public in feeling certain that 
the ne ry consumer is safe. 

r. Warts. Thank you very much for your fine statement. These 
expenses that you referred to in trave ‘ling on a tour of inspection, are 
they in connection with the inspection of plants or flocks of poultry? 

Dr. Haskin. No; they have only to do with the inspection of plants, 
and to determine the quality control methods used by the processor in 
producing poultry. 

Mr. Warrs. That does not enc ompass a bird inspection ? 

Dr. Haskry, No. As I said before, it does not include the type of 
inspection meant to be included in these bills, this was just a quality 
control type of inspection. 

Mr. Warts. What is your reaction to the provisions in some of the 
bills that the Department, either with or without the consent of the 
various metropolitan areas, be allowed to declare such an area an in- 
spection area ¢ 

Dr. Haskin. I feel that in those areas where a good i inspection pro- 
gram is carried out under local auspices, whether it be State or 
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municipal, that those areas be not designated as designated areas in the 
bills mentioned, because I feel that if a local governmental agency is 
carrying on a program equal or better, they should be permitted to 
carry out that program in their usual manner. 

Mr. Warts. But in those areas where the service is not available or 
adequately available, do you feel that the Government in those areas 
should be permitted to engage in poultry inspection ‘ 

Dr. Haskin, Well, if there is no poultry inspection I think the State 
should be encouraged or required to carry out a good poultry inspec- 
tion program. But where nothing is done, then I can understand the 
possibility of the Federal Government coming in and doing something 
about it. 

Mr. Warts. You would think that the Federal Government then 
should come in only with the consent of the local community ? 

Dr. Hasxrn. That is right. 

Mr. Warvs. Or the State ? 

Dr. Haskin. That is correct. 

Mr. Warts. Have you had any experience with cooperation with the 
Federal Inspection Service on poultry ? 

Dr. Haskin. No. 

Mr. Warts. Do you think there is an area in which the State, the 
local community, and the Government can cooperate, one with the 
other ¢ 

Dr. Haskin. I think so. 

Mr. Warts. I see that you say there should be an ante mortem in- 
spection. Where do you think that inspection should take place, 
Doctor, at the plant ? 

Dr. Hask1n. I feel that the ante mortem inspection should be done 
at the plant just prior to slaughter. 

Mr. Warts. And not necessarily on a bird-to-bird basis? 

Dr. Haskin. Oh, no. 

Mr. Warts. But do you think that the post mortem should be on a 
bird-to-bird basis ? 

Dr. Hasxrn. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. Have you any thoughts on the New York dressed 
poultry ¢ 

Dr. Haskin. Being close to New York City, we have had occasion 
to run into difficulties on this New York dressed poultry situation. 
I feel that uneviscerated poultry is a decidedly insanitary method for 
distribution of poultry. 

Mr. Warts. Do you know whether the Health, Education, and 
Welfare Department now has the authority, or has used it, to stop 
the shipment of uneviscerated poultry ? 

Dr. Hasxrn. I don’t know whether they have that authority now. 

Mr. Warts. Do you have it in the State of New Jersey ? 

Dr. Haskin. No, we have not. 

Mr. Warts. You do feel the need of a compulsory inspection legis- 
lation, do you not? 

Dr. Haskin. Very decidedly so. 

Mr. Warts. Any questions, Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntire. Dr. Haskin, in connection with your testimony on 
the front page in your paragraph designated No. 3, you make ref- 
erence to the language in the legislation which you interpret to mean 
as leaving out the provision of knowingly violating the act. 
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Dr. Haskin. That is correct. 

Mr. McIntire. You say here “this loophole has been used time and 
time again to circumvent the purposes of good inspection.” Could 
you cite from your experience certain situations where this has been 
used? I don’t mean to go into details. 

Dr. Haskin. Well, it wasn’t used in the poultry but it was attempted 
to be used in any local—in the enforcement of local ordinances, par- 
ticularly with respect to restaurant control, that has been used time 
and time by certain irresponsible restaurant operators in their claim 
that they don’t know that—some employees did it—and those things 
are very difficult to prove one way or another. Fortunately, however, 
they were not permitted to aia that because the particular law did 
not. permit that—in other words, knowledge and intent was not part 
of the law. But they attempt to use that quite often from time to 
time to get around violation of the food and drug law. 

Mr. McIntire. And from your experience as an administrator of 
health laws, you feel it would be very difficult, if this type of language 
were in there, to move in and initiate the prosecution which is essential ? 

Dr. Haskin. I would say that it would be almost impossible. 

Mr. McInrme. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warts. Dr. Dixon ? 

Mr. Dixon. In paragraph 4 you express opposition to this being 
administered by a marketing group. Would you take it out of the 
Department of Agriculture entirely ? 

Dr. Haskin. No. I am talking now here with respect to the phi- 
losophy of administration, whether you are on the sales and promotion 
angle of it, or whether you are on the consumer-public health interest 
angle of it. I don’t say take it out of the Department of Agriculture 
entirely, because there are agencies in the Department of Agriculture 
which have a consumer interest at heart, the public health interest at 
heart rather than the sales and promotion. 

Mr. Dixon. What part would you like to have it put in, in the De- 
partment of Agriculture ? 

Dr. Haskin. The Agricultural Research Center would be a very 
good place. 

Mr. Drxon. The Agricultural Research Center. Now, this volun- 
tary poultry inspection has been inadequate, according to what you 
say in the first paragraph. 

Dr. Haskin. Has not been adequate. 

Mr. Dixon. And you favor making it compulsory ? 

Dr. Haskin. Compulsory ; yes. 

Mr. Dixon. Has the voluntary inspection, as administered so far, 
been satisfactory to you ? 

Dr. Haskin. The voluntary been satisfactory ? 

Mr. Dixon. Yes; as far as it has gone. 

Dr. Haskin. It has not been satisfactory. 

Mr. Dixon. As far as it has gone, what do you have to say about the 
effectiveness of it ? 

Dr. Haskin. Our experience is that it has not been satisfactory. 

Mr. Drxon. It has not? 

Dr. Haskin. It has not. 

Mr. Dixon. Is that because it isn’t compulsory / 
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Dr. Haskin. No, aside from the fact, whether it is or is not com- 
pulsory, in certain plants—I don’t know whether that is the policy 
today—but at the time we started our program there were certain 
plants in the New Jersey area that were under the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Service, where we were forced to exclude them from the Newark 
market because of the unsanitary conditions and the bad processing 
procedures. 

Mr. Dixon. Have you made investigations recently ? 

Dr. Hasxrn. In this particular plant they are still excluded because 
they have never requested to be returned to our service. And once 
we exclude them, before they come back they have got to request re- 
inspection, and they just haven’t requested reinspection. 

Mr. Drxon. I see. You really want to put the teeth in this by say- 
ing that you have excluded the statement, “with knowledge or intent.” 
In other words, if the violator violates the law knowingly you would 
prosecute him anyway, wouldn’t you ? 

Dr. Hasxrn. In theory, yes. In practice, it is perfectly possible 
where an inspector on the ground would see a violation and have it 
corrected, that doesn’t mean that every time you see a violation it is 
going to be prosecuted. The point is that if these violations are heaped 
up on each other, one after another, and there is very little attempt to 
correct them, then regardless of whether the owner knows about it or 
not—— 

Mr. Drxon. You say this knowledge and intent clause is virtually 
making it impossible to enforce the law. 

Dr. Haskrn. That is correct. 

Mr. Jomnson. I thought maybe your reason for the voluntary in- 
spection not being okay was because ‘there was so much poultry around 
the United States that has no inspection at all. 

Dr. Hasxrn. That is obvious. But he was talking about the type of 
voluntary inspection that had gone on in New Jersey, whether we were 
happy with that situatior from the fact that there is a lot of 
poultry not being inspected, wie h is a sad situation as it is, I was just 
answering the question concerning the type of voluntary inspection in 
the plants that have accepted voluntary i inspection. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you, Doctor. 

Mr. W. L. Walsh, of the Alabama Poultry Industry Association. 





STATEMENT OF W. L. WALSH, SECRETARY, ALABAMA POULTRY 
INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION, MONTGOMERY, ALA. 


Mr. Warts. Mr. Walsh, we have your very able and excellent Con- 
gressman, Congressman Elliott, with us and I know it will give him 
great satisfaction and pleasure to introduce you to this committee. 

Mr, Exxiorr. I want to say, first, that I represent one of the largest 
poultry producing areas in the country, the Seventh Congressional 
District of Alabama. Last year it produced 31 million br oilers out 
of a total State production of nearly 82 million. My interest in the 
poultry industry and particularly the people who work in it has been 
a continuing one and I am very happy to have the privilege of pre- 
senting to the committee a gentleman who has been engaged in the 
business for 25 or 30 years. He is a gentleman who has taken the 
lead in organizing what we think is the very fine Alabama Poultry 








INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 179 


Industry Association and has served for the past 6 years or more on 
the census organization as its secretary and treasurer. The Alabama 
Poultry Industry Association is one of the relatively few State asso- 
ciations that confines the producers and the hatchery men, feed peo- 
ple, and processors and turkey growers, all in one or ganization. And 
Mr. Walsh took the lead in bringing that org: anization about, and has 
done a job in that regard that all of the people i in the industry in my 
State are proud of. 

In addition to that, he also represents my State of Alabama on the 
American Poultry and Hatchery Board and on the Poultry and Egg 
National Board. 

Lam mee that he is here today to speak for the Alabama poultry 
men, and I am happy to have this privilege of presenting him to the 
committee. 

Mr. Warts. We are delighted to have him. 

And we are delighted to have you with us, Mr. Walsh. You may 
proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Watsu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I am 
W. L. Walsh, of Montgomery, Ala. I am secretary of the Alabama 
Poultry Industry Assoc iation, which is an organization of poultry 
producers, hatcherymen, processors, feed dealers and turkey growers in 
Alabama. 

We are the sixth ranking State in broiler production in the United 
States, producing over 82 million birds last year. Poultry as a whole 
is a major source of farm income in the State, second only to cotton 
in this respect. 

It is our most rapidly growing farm industry and we are anxious 
to see it continue to grow as new and bigger markets for poultry and 
eggs are developed. Great strides have been made in this direction 
over the past few years and we believe this is the best evidence we 
could produce that the industry generally has done a good job for the 
consumer. 

We, as an organization representing all poultry interests in Ala- 
bama, are in favor of compulsory poultry inspection and wish to go on 
record as favoring H. R. 5463, which was introduced by our Congress- 
man, Mr. Elliott, and also the bills, H. R. 767, which was introduced 
by Mr. McIntire, and H. R. 514, which was introduced by Mr. 
Abernethy, are acceptable. 

We are especially in favor of the January 1, 1958 date on which 
persons may apply for and receive Government inspection under the 
provisions of this act with July 1, 1958 being the effective date for 
compulsory inspection to begin. 

Also we strongly recommend that the word “knowingly” be left in 
the act as set forth in section 13 of the bills mentioned above dealing 
with penalties for violations. 

We believe the decision as to what service in the Department of 
Agriculture should administer the program should be left to the dis- 
cretion of the Secretary as provided in several of the bills ine luding 
the three we are specifically endorsing. 

We believe that these bills—H. R. 5463, H. R. 514 and H. R. 767— 
provide the framework for a compulsory inspection program for 
poultry which would be of great service to our country and a credit to 
the poultry industry. 
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Our Alabama Poultry Industry Association works closely with 
Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association and is in full agreement 
with the provisions as set forth in their testimony presented at this 
hearing. 

On behalf of the poultry industry of Alabama, I want to express our 
genuine appreciation for the time allotted me to present this brief 
statement of their position on this important matter. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you very much for your fine statement. We 
are delighted to have you before the committee, and I appreciate 
your reference to the bill which I introduced which is very similar to 
the one which my colleague, Mr. Elliott, introduced. 

I would like to explore with you just a little bit this matter of 
“knowingly.” I think it is a serious point on which we, as committee 
members, have got to make some resolution. 

There is an administrative area here which of course is involved in 
the problem, and going out and making sure you get the job done and 
still not go in and impose any undue processes of law on someone 
who is not intending any violation. Are the penalties set up in the 
provisions of this legislation a little too rough to take the word 
“knowingly” out, or is it basically the word “knowingly?” In other 
words, if the penalties were modified somewhat so that the impact of 
any action against a processor in which he was pleading, “Well, I 
didn’t know anything about it,” would be alleviated somewhat if these 
penalties were changed and still leave the word “knowingly” in there 
for its administrative help. Would you care to express an opinion on 
that? These penalties are quite rough. 

Mr. Wausu. I think that the question that the chairman asked Mr. 
Abbitt this morning in regard to some of these birds going over the 
Ohio River might illustrate what we might bring out in regard to 
opposition on this point. Those birds could have been sold to some 
dealer who could have, in turn, taken them across the river and the 
processor would have, in turn been liable and he not knowing about it. 
In a situation like that, as you mentioned, where the help of the plant 
might sometime become antagonistic and might want to do something 
for a grudge against the owner and he, in turn, might not know about 
it until afterwards, we feel that in such instances as that he should 
be protected. 

Mr. McIntire. That is a good point. On the other hand, in the 
poultry industry I am assuming, the same as there are in other cross 
sections of human endeavor, you have some folks who would hide 
behind this “knowingly” clause in the courts to avoid the prosecution 
they would be entitled to—I mean, they really ought to be brought 
under some prosecution, and they will hide behind this word. 

Mr. Watsu. That is right. 

Mr. McIntire. Where is the middle ground to get the effective 
administration and still give the prosecutor the protection he desires ? 

Personally, Mr. McIntire, I believe that can be worked out with 
somewhat of a compromise of maybe re-phrasing and getting some- 
thing that wouldn’t be so severe and I, for one, wouldn’t object to 
having it changed under certain conditions like that. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. Dr. Dixon? 

Mr. Drxon. I refer now to the last paragraph on this first page, 
Mr. Walsh “we are especially in favor of the January 1, 1958, date 
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on which persons may apply for and receive Government inspection.” 
Does that mean that you want to force them all to come under inspec- 
tion by January 1958? 

Mr. Watsu. No. We merely mean there that that should be a 
day when they would be eligible, provided they want to come in under 
there, instead of making it effective immediately on passage of the act. 

Mr. Dixon. I guess it would be impossible, wouldn’t it, to set the 
organization up and require everyone to come in by that time? 

Mr. Watsu. Absolutely. 

Mr. Dixon. You have received evidence that that would be 
impossible 

Mr. Watsn. You are right. 

Mr. Drxon. And you don’t seem to have any particular wish as to 
where the Secretary places this inspection ¢ 

Mr. Watsu. We are willing to leave that entirely in his hands. 

Mr. Dixon. Has the voluntary inspection, as far as it has gone, 
been sufficiently satisfactory to justify you in extending that voluntary 
now to compulsory inspection ? 

Mr. Watsu. In our area, it has, sir. 

Mr. Dixon. Thank you. 

Mr. Warrs. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Watsn. Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. Mr.S. W. Barker. 

Come around, Mr. Barker. 


STATEMENT OF SHIRLEY W. BARKER, DIRECTOR OF THE POULTRY 
DEPARTMENT, AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER 
WORKMEN OF NORTH AMERICA, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Warts. You may give your name and occupation. 

Mr. Barker. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: 

My name is S. W. Barker. Iam the director of the poultry depart- 
ment of the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America (AFL-CIO). 

The AMCBW is a labor union with 325,000 members organized 
in more than 500 local unions throughout the United States, in Can- 
ada and in Alaska. The AMCBW and its locals have contracts with 
thousands of employers in the meat, retail, poultry, egg, canning, 
leather, fish processing, and fur industries. 

More than 30,000 of our members are employed in the poultry proe- 
essing industry. It is because of them that our organization feels 
we have an important stake and role in that industry. 

With the permission of the committee, I should like briefly to tell 
of my own relationship with the various phases of the poultry in- 
dustry. I have been connected with some parts of the industry all 
of my life. 

I was reared on a poultry farm in Oregon. My family raised 
poultry until last year. I began working in the poultry processing 
industry in 1923. In 1937, when I became a representative of local 
231 of the AMCBW, my knowledge of the industry increased because 
I also became aware of the many problems of management. 

Today, as director of the poultry department of the AMCBW, I am 
in daily contact with local unions which have nearly 700 agreements 
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with poultry processors all over the Nation. One of my jobs is to assist 
these local unions in their work with management. Thus, I am called 
upon to travel into all sections of the country. In fact, I am currently 
in the midst of a 2-month tour of our poultry loc vals. In short, Mr. 

Chairman, I believe I can testify with very practical knowledge of the 
poultry industry. 

Our union began its campaign for compulsory poultry inspection in 
1946. We did so because of the hazardous conditions which face 
poultry workers in many plants. We believe that if an effective and 
meaningful compulsory ‘poultry inspection program is put into effect, 
the health dangers ranging from bothersome skin rashes and infec- 
tions to killing psittacosis, would be minimized. We also firmly be- 
lieve that we have a responsibility to the consumer. We feel that the 
scandalous practices of some parts of the industry must be ended; that 
the consumer must be assured of a clean and wholesome product. 

Our campaign swung into high gear about 314 years ago as it be- 
came increasingly apparent to us that compulsory inspection was the 
answer to the health problems of poultry workers. At first, we sought 
a close working relationship with the poultry processing industry and 
the Department of Agriculture to secure an inspection law. Un- 
fortunately, at that time, many sections of the industry did not be- 
lieve inspection was desirable and the Department of Agriculture be- 
lieved its voluntary program was sufficient. 

Therefore, we, together with public health organizations, women’s 
groups, consumer organizations, and some farm groups and other labor 
unions went into the drive for compulsory poultry inspection on our 
own. We are very happy to see that all responsible parts of the poul- 
try processing industry now favor the principle of compulsory poultry 
inspection. We also note with great satisfaction that the Department 
of Agriculture has in 1956 and ‘today, spoken strongly and forcefully 
for this principle. 

I want to emphasize our great concern about mandatory poultry 
inspection because we have found that in some quarters there is the 
very strong belief that this problem should be strictly the concern of 
the poultry processing industry. We have been considered to be 
bothersome outsiders who are sticking their noses into something which 
is not their business. Public health people have been thought of as 
nosey busybodies whose heads are in the clouds. And consumer groups 
have been considered as people who should be satisfied with platitudes 
and thankfully accept any bit of protection which is given them. 

I am certain that this is not the view of the committee members. 
But I should like to discuss here briefly how unfortunate and dan- 
gerous is the opinion I have described. 

Mandatory poultry inspection legislation is not marketing legis- 
lation. It has four major purposes: (1) to protect the health and 
purchases of consumer, (2) to protect the health of poultry workers, 
(3) to protect the reputable processors against the dangers to his busi- 
ness provided by the practices of the shady operators, and (4) to pro- 
tect the poultry farmer’s business. The latter two objectives neces- 
sarily depend upon the first and somewhat on the second. 

Since this is the case, the consumer and poultry wor ker certainly 
have an important stake in poultry inspection and their views should 
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have some meaning. Further, since the standards for health and con- 
sumer protection will be dependent on medical and scientific knowl- 
edge and since the inspection will have to be enforced by medical and 
scientific men, the public health groups also have a great deal to 
offer in thee onside ration of this type of legislation. 

In the 4 hearings so far held on compulsory poultry inspection 
legislation, consumer, public health, labor and some farm organiza- 
tions have "together supported 1 type of legislation; the group to be 
regulated has supported another. In such a situation, is it in the 
public interest that the views of the group to be regulated should be 
considered the dominant opinion, as some have suggested? If that 
had been the case at other times in legislative history, there would 
have been no Meat Inspection Act in 1906, and hundreds of important 
consumer-protective and health-saving laws would have been made 
impotent. 

Industrial hazards: I do not want to take this committee’s time 
with a presentation of the great deal of material we have accumulated 
to show the need for compulsory poultry inspection legislation. But 
I would like to bring to your attention some new material on the 
industrial hazards in the poultry industry. This will show how des- 
perately many of our members need an effective poultry inspection 
program. 

Poultry and small game dressing and packing has almost consist- 
ently been the third most hazardous industry in the United States ac- 
cording to the Bureau of Labor Statistics quarterly survey. Of the 
more than 130 manufacturing industries in the Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics study, only sawmills and planing mills and logging operations 
showed a higher injury frequency rate. In 1955 and 1956, the poultry 
processing fizure was more than three times the average rate for all 
manuf: wcturing. 

The injury frequency rate for poultry processing is nearly twice as 
high as that of meatpacking and custom slaughtering. This fact 
probably provides some indication of the difference in industrial in- 
jury caused by the lack of adequate inspection. Further, work gen- 
erally considered dangerous, such as blast furnace and steel mill labor, 
steel foundry labor, and construction and mining machinery produc- 
tion have comparatively small manufacturing injury rates in relation 
to poultry and small game processing and packing. 

In a table below, we provide some of these « ‘ompar isons. We shall, 
with the committee’s permission, submit the entirety of the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics’ latest report on manufacturing injury frequency 
rates. And I submit it for the record, with the consent of the chair- 
man. 

Mr. Warvrs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barker. I am not going to take the time of the committee to 
read the figures, but I would like them to note that the first figure 
given is the average of all 1 manufacturing. The following 2 are the 
2 industries which we mention as the 2 industries more hazardous 
than poultry and small game dressing and packing. Then follows 
the poultry and small game dressing in its appropriate place. 
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(The figures referred to are as follows :) 


Injury frequency rate 





| First 6, 3d quarter, 

| 1955 | months, 1956 

| | 1956 
Average: All manufacturing. ; ; de | 12.1 | 12.0 12.3 
Logging - tga8. 7 a 73.5 68. 2 71.4 
Sawmills and pl aning ‘mills__. si 41.5 | 42.9 42.8 
Poultry and small game: Dressing and Pg acking_- a 34.3 36. 5 | 35. 1 
Meatpacking and custom: Slaughtering_- 18.9 19. 1 | 19. 3 
Sausage and other prepared meat produce ts a 20. 2 23.7 24.0 
Blast furnaces and steel mills. sd 4.8 4.5 | 4.7 
Steel foundries 19.9 23. 5 25.8 
Construction and mining machine tm : . @ 16.5 18.4 18. 2 





Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics quarterly reports 


Figures represent injuries per million employee-hours worked. 


Mr. Barker. The injury rates are higher in 1956 than in 1955. A 
small part of the reason for this may be the three psittacosis epidemics 
from which poultry workers sutlered last year. In such widely dif- 
fering areas as Portland, Oreg., Houston, Tex., and Virginia, this 
dread illness struck 136 men and women killing 3 of them. An ef- 
fective inspection program, which included ante mortem inspection, 
could have minimized these outbreaks. 

Mr. Warts. I have a question | would like to ask. 

I see where you list the poultry as third in injuries. Do-you have 
a breakdown on those figures as to which were caused by the disease 
and which were caused by cutting or occupational hazards? 

Mr. Barker. The figures which we quote are Bureau of Labor 

Statistics figures, and they do not show that. ‘The overall figures which 
I submitted for the record are the complete report of the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. Our survey in the various plants shows that there 
are some hazards from minor cuts and infections. They are of 
nominal nature, however. It is largely the infections that are 
acquired from contact with the birds. As you see, the figures here 
only represent those injuries which involve loss of time from work. 
And the average of this industry as a whole is not normally considered 
from physical conduct. a hazardous type of operation. 

And I might say that in the testimony before this committee a year 
ago, when it was considering poultry inspection bills, we submitted a 
comprehensive document which is in the record. In that there is a 
statement, as an illustration of what we are saying here, by Mr. wee 
Pringle, of the Rockingham Marketing Co-op, speaking before thé 
American Institute of Poultry Industries fact-finding conference a 
few years ago in Kansas City. He gave a figure of the savings his 
firm obtained by merely adopting more sanitary processes and in 
spection. It was $12 million annually in workmen’s compensation 
payments, Now, that is some indication, I believe, of the importance 
of oe disease factor as it affects the workmen in the plant. 

The authority of his figures was not given. But it is in the record 
whie h you already have available in last year’s hearings. 

Mr. Warts. I would assume that also up-to-date inspection of the 
plants such as might be required under the compulsory inspection pro 
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gram would reduce not only the disease hazards but also the other 
hazards in connection with the work, would they not? 

Mr. Barker. I am certain it would. 

I also would like to take this opportunity, with the permission of the 
chairman, of calling attention to a paper dealing with this psittacosis 
problem. I have only a photocopy ot it, which I can submit for the 
record. This was a paper which was given by Dr. Erickson, the State 
Health Officer for the State of Oregon. It deals with the epidemic 
which occurred in Oregon in March of last year. And it contains his 
recommendation that ante mortem inspection is a very necessary part 
of any inspection program which would have as one of its objectives a 
protection of the workmen from diseases. 

Mr. Warts. Do you want to include that in the record ¢ 

Mr. Barker. I would like to submit it for the record. I think it 
might be valuable for the committee’s consideration. 

(The paper entitled “The Public Health Significance of Ornithosis 
(Psittacosis) in Poultry” by Dr. Harold M. Erickson, is as follows :) 


THE PuspLtic HEALTH SIGNIFICANCE OF ORNITHOSIS (PSITTACOSIS) IN POULTRY 


(By Harold M. Erickson, M. D., M. P. H., State Health Officer; Samuel B. Osgood, 
M. D., Director, Epidemiology Section; and Monroe A. Holmes, D .V. M., 
Public Health Veterinarian; Members of Oregon State Board of Health before 
Conference of Public Health Veterinarians Annual Meeting, American Publie 
Health Association, November 15, 1956) 


Although psittacosis has been recognized for well over half a century (at least 
since 1879), its presence in poultry, more properly termed “ornithosis,” has 
been known for less than 15 years. Initially, the occurrence of ornithosis in 
humans as a result of exposure to infected poultry was considered to be a rarity. 
Since the occurrence of the disease in humans traced to (1) chickens in 1942 and 
to (2) turkeys in 1948, an increasing number of similar outbreaks (3 to 9) have 
occurred. 

During the current year, 1956, outbreaks resulting from exposure to infected 
turkeys or ducks have been or are being investigated in Texas, Virginia, and 
Oregon. The number of human cases traceable to poultry is rapidly approaching 
the number originating from exposure to psittacine birds. 

When we recollect that the occurrence of 170 cases and 33 deaths from 
psittacosis in the United States in 1929 and 1930, along with cases in Europe, was 
labeled as a “pandemic” (10) and that only 588 cases and 43 deaths were re- 
ported due to psittacosis during the period 1931 to 1950 inclusive, we can more 
fully appreciate the significance of recent outbreaks traceable to poultry. (See 
table I.) 

As we recognize the disease in humans and poultry and make further investi- 
gations, we may find that its occurrence in poultry is of equal or even greater 
significance to man than is the infection in psittacine birds. 

There are many unanswered questions about the infections in poultry, par- 
ticularly in turkeys. How are the birds infected? Is the disease introduced into 
flocks from wild birds (ducks, sea gulls, pigeons), from psittacine birds, or 
from other infected flocks through poults, eggs, or indirect means? Is the in- 
fection transmitted from one generation to the next, either on the inside or 
the exterior of the eggs? How can the infection be eliminated from flocks? Is 
it safe to handle and process infected birds? What safeguards are indicated 
in handling birds? What hazard is there to the general public from the in- 
fection in turkeys? 

Our experience in Oregon with an outbreak involving some 86 humans and 
several thousand turkeys has given us some additional information which is of 
help in partially answering these and related questions. Many agencies and 
individuals cooperated in the investigations, and all deserved commendation. 

We are particularly indebted to Dr. Karl F. Meyer, Dr. Donald M. Mason, 
staffs of the Communicable Disease Center, and the Dugway Proving Ground. 
Reports are now being prepared on various aspects of the outbreak, and a detailed 
complete report will soon be available. 





186 INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


In the meantime, here is a brief summary of our experience. As a back- 
ground, there are many fine turkey ranches in Oregon. The State produces 
approximately 2 million turkeys a year. New strains of highly prized birds 
have been developed in Oregon. Eggs and poults are shipped throughout the 
United States. Ornithosis had been comparatively rare in the State, 5 cases 
in humans having been reported in the year 1954, and 5 cases in 1955. We 
had heard of outbreaks of ornithosis in poultry workers in Texas, but we 
certainly had not suspected any cases of human illness traceable to turkeys in 
Oregon nor had the disease been found in turkeys in the State. 

On February 21, 1956, Dr. E. Lofquist, United States Veterans’ Hospital, 
Portland, Oreg., called the Oregon State Board of Health to report an unusual 
case of pneumonialike illness which did not respond to ordinary therapy. Be- 
cause the patient had worked on a turkey farm where a number of turkeys had 
been ill and many had died, it was suspected that this patient might have 
ornithosis. Immediate investigation of the turkey farm, located near Portland, 
Oreg., revealed that there had been a considerable amount of illness in a choice 
flock A of 7,000 Broad Breasted Bronze breeding turkeys, beginning early in 
December, 1955. The disease became serious in January, 1956. More than 
2,000 birds had died during January and February. At this time egg produc- 
tion reached only 10 to 15 percent instead of the expected 50 percent. Birds 
appeared droopy, suffering from diarrhea and anorexia. There were some 
symptoms of respiratory distress. The owner had suspected erysipelas and 
inoculated the entire flock against that disease, but losses continued. 

On January 23, 1956, fowl cholera bacterin was given to the flock but the re- 
sults were questionable. On January 31 a dead hen and tibia of six birds 
were sent to the Oregon State College poultry diagnostic laboratory. On the 
basis of a prior history of fowl cholera in this flock and necropsy findings, it was 
recommended that they be treated for fowl cholera. Temporary improvement 
resulted, but losses again mounted. Cultures for cholera were negative. Of 
13 workers on this turkey farm, 11 had been in good health except 1 with a 
minor cold. Eight were given complement fixation tests, all of which were nega- 
tive. Three were not tested. The 2 other part-time workers became ill. One 
of these was the Veterans’ Hospital case referred to above; the other had been 
hospitalized at Good Samaritan Hospital on February 21 and died of an illness 
accompanied by severe pulmonary involvement on February 22. Autopsy find- 
ings were compatible with a diagnosis of ornithosis. Neither blood sample nor 
tissues from this individual could be obtained for specific tests for ornithosis 
at the time of the investigation, as the body had already been embalmed. 

During this investigation, it was learned that a second turkey ranch, within 
5 miles of the first, had experienced similar illness amongst its turkeys. The 
owner of this 2,000 bird flock B was in bed recuperating from an acute pneumonic 
infection. Of the 8 others on the farm, 6 gave no history of illness, and com- 
plement fixation tests were either negative or not done. Of the 3 who were ill, 
1 was confirmed as having ornithosis by complement fixation tests (titer rose 
from 1:2 to 1:32), and two were classified as probable by serologic test. Bloods 
and tissue specimens from sacrificed birds from the 2 flocks were submitted to 
Communicable Disease Center Virus and Rickettsia Laboratory. 

On March 8, 1956, the Oregon State College laboratory reported the isolation 
of the ornithosis agent from flock B. Both flocks of birds were immediately 
quarantined. On the same day, reports were received of unusual illness in 
workers at a Portland rendering plant. Investigation revealed that dead turkeys 
from both flocks had been handled in this plant. Of the 38 regular and temporary 
employees and other persons exposed at the plant, 70 percent (5 confirmed and 
21 probable cases) were found to have ornithosis. We also learned of illness in 
a husband, wife, and a part-time worker at a small commercial operation in a 
private home where turkeys from flock B had been processed. On investigation, 
it was found that both the husband and the helper were in the hospital. The 
following day the husband died with a severe pneumonic infection, thrombosis 
of mesenteric veins, and infarction of the small intestine. Tissues and blood were 
taken for laboratory examination. The ornithosis agent was isolated by Dr. 
Karl F. Meyer and his staff. Complement fixation tests were positive in a 
1:64 dilution. The part-time worker showed a rise in C-—F titer from 1:2 to 
1:32 during his illness, whereas the wife who had been ill earlier showed a 
fourfold fall in C-F titer. 

On March 12 the United States Public Health Service, Communicable Disease 
Center Virus and Rickettsia Laboratory, reported isolation of the ornithosis 
agent from tissues taken from flock A. 








INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 187 


On March 14 our own laboratory reported the first serological evidence to 
confirm epidemiological, symptomatic, and X-ray evidence of ornithosis in the 
poultry workers. 

In the meantime, our occupational health staff made complete investigations 
at the Portland rendering plant and two large processing plants. Representatives 
of Dugway Proving Ground made aerosol studies at the Portland rendering 
plant. One of the processing plants had handled birds from the two involved 
flocks. The other was to be used as a control. Epidemiologic histories and 
blood specimens for serum studies were taken from all employees. After 4 
weeks of recommended treatment, 50 turkeys were processed on a pilot basis 
from each of the infected flocks. As there was no evidence of acute infection 
in any of these birds, the balance of the flocks, some 6,000 birds, was processed 
on April 11 to 16. 

On April 23, 24 and 25, birds from a third flock, in which there had been no 
apparent illness but which were located within a half mile of flock B, were 
processed in the plant which was to have been used as a control. On May 1, 
illness broke out in workers from this control plant. During May, 19 of 102 
workers at this plant became ill with symptoms suggestive of ornithosis. Another 
series of bloods were taken on the large majority of the workers. Complement 
fixation tests confirmed the diagnosis of ornithosis in seven. In addition, two 
had illness which probably was ornithosis. It was also discovered that three 
probably had had ornithosis in February and March 1956. 

Patients responded promptly to treatment. Rigid sanitary procedures and 
poultry inspection were carried out in the processing plants during and after 
the investigations. Since May 1956, no outbreaks of ornithosis infection in 
humans in Oregon have been discovered. 

Summarizing our experience, ornithosis infection was found in 3 Oregon 
turkey flocks located within a 5-mile radius of each other near Portland. Two 
of these flocks had definite outbreaks of illness with substantial mortality of 
the birds, and the infection was not apparent in the other flock. Confirmation 
was made by isolation of the ornithosis agent from these birds and by the indirect 
complement fixation test. Necropsy findings showed fibrinous exudate over 
the pericardium and the liver and thickening of the air sacs enclosing cheesy 
exudation. After diagnosis of acute ornithosis infection in the flocks, recom- 
mended dosage was raised from 300 grams tetracycline compound to 400 grams 
per ton of feed. 

Diagnosis in humans was based on a history suggestive of an atypical pneu- 
monia. The predominant symptom of severe generalized aching was accom- 
panied by headache, backache, malaise, chills and sweating, temperatures of 
102°-103° F., late development of a cough, relatively slow pulse (generally under 
100), relatively slow respirations and a fairly normal white blood count and 
differential blood count. Some patients suffered from pharyngitis. X-rays 
showed a patchy pneumonitis. Laboratory diagnosis was based on isolation of 
the ornithosis agent in one fatal case and on a fourfold or greater increase in 
the complement fixation test. Exposed persons having compatible clinical illness 
and serologic confirmation by either a fourfold fall in C.—F. titer or a C.-F titer 
above 1: 16 were classified as probable cases. 

Illnesses ranged from neglible to those requiring several weeks of hospital 
eare (28 individuals required hospitalization). The average duration of illness 
for all confirmed and probable cases was 17.8 days. Thirty-two individuals 
were classified as confirmed cases, and an additional 54 persons were classified 
as probable cases on the basis of the criteria given above. 

Two individuals died, one having ornithosis confirmed by laboratory isolation 
of the agent and the other having an epidemiological and clinical history sup- 
porting the diagnosis. 

Of the 86 persons who became ill, 5 worked with turkeys on the farms, 3 
carried on a small commercial dressing and marketing operation, 20 were 
employees in a rendering plant and 49 were employees in poultry processing 
plants. (See table II.) There were no known secondary cases in families or in 
hospitals in this outbreak, although secondary cases have been demonstrated in 
other outbreaks. Incubation period was generally considered to be 5 to 14 days. 
Relapses were infrequent once diagnosis was established and adequate treatment 
instituted. Patients responded well to adequate doses of tetracycline compound 
(1 gm, every 6 hours for 2 days followed by 500 mg. every 6 hours for 12 days). 

Infections were believed to have been acquired by the airborne route becanse 
many cases occurred in persons not having physical contact with turkeys. 

89831—57——-138 
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Aerosol studies demonstrating the recovery of tracer bacteria in air samples 
collected both inside and outside the rendering plant confirm the probability of 
airborne spread. Although the majority of cases in processing plants occurred 
in the employees in defeathering and eviscerating operations, other workers in 
the plant, including inspectors, become ill with ornithosis. 

We concluded that there is at present a recognized hazard to poultry workers, 
particularly to those engaged in defeathering and eviscerating processes. This 
hazard to poultry workers can be minimized by the following precautions: 

1. Ante mortem veterinary inspection of all birds before processing, preferably 
both at the farm and at the plant. 

2. The elimination of all sick birds and quarantine of any flocks with symptonis 
suggestive of ornithosis. 

3. High level treatment with tetracycline compounds of infected flocks. 

4. Strict environmental control in processing plants, including minimizing 
aerosol production and providing good ventilation. 

5. Post mortem veterinary inspection (on the line), and condemning of any 
birds with lesions suggestive of ornithosis. (Note: In the interest of the general 
public, all birds processed should be eviscerated at the time of processing. We 
believe there is some hazard to the general public in selling “New York dressed” 
birds. ) 

6. Rigid personal hygiene and sanitation of poultry workers, including the use 
of rubber gloves and masks. 

7. Prompt medical consultation for any unusual occurrence of upper respira- 
tory or pneumonialike illness in poultry workers. 

Review of the literature and our experience in Oregon, as well as recent 
experiences in other States, emphasize the increasing importance of ornithosis 
as a hazard, not to the general public, but to poultry workers engaged in 
defeathering and eviscerating birds. Poultry is becoming as important a source 
of infection for psittacosis-ornithosis in humans as are the psittacine birds. 
Development of an antibiotic resistant strain of the ornithosis agent is a possi- 
bility. Maintenance of strict ante mortem and post mortem inspection by 
veterinarians, high sanitation and occupational health standards in processing 
plants, in addition to an awareness on the part of turkey growers, processors, 
poultry workers, veterinarians, and physicians, of the possibilities of ornithosis 
infection in poultry and potential hazard to humans, can reduce the infection to 
a minimum. More research and investigation need to be done in order that 
infection in poultry flocks may be recognized early, may be promptly controlled, 
and eradicated if possible. Until then the disease, although not afflicting large 
numbers of persons, will be of real occupational health significance. We must 
consider that the poultry industry is a $3 billion a year business, and that 
10 percent of the total cash farm receipts in 1955 was from poultry. Potential 
financial loss is great. (In the three Oregon flocks, it was estimated at well over 
$200,000.) The economic as well as the public health importance of this problem 
warrants the expenditure of more money for research, epidemiological invesiga- 
tions, and the application of proper environmental measures to control the disease. 
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TABLE I.—Reported cases of psittacosis and ornithosis in the United States 





Cases Cases Percent of 
attributed to | attributed to| total cases 
psittacine poultry attributed to 
birds | poultry 

enamel ohapminie sccelieitianicecsiiags a . — in Sosa 
1929-30... 170 | ‘ 
1931 __ 2 4 ‘ a | 
1082... i aes pees ‘ 74 | 
are “ee ieee (1) Be 
1934 eee . . ° 22 
1935-38... ..- rs : ‘ : i ae (1) 
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Bene Suis os . 3 ; aot 50 | | Z 
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1947..._- ’ i Runes 
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1949... 5 deka Ps aie aan 35 4 
1950..... Pa } 26 
1951__-. ; ‘ sal 25 | ae 
3962... ‘ 74 61 45.2 
Behe «nse a ‘ 106 63 37.3 
eddies i. ; —— 285 210 42.4 
1955 he ; 278 went Sea 
1956 (38 weeks) - - - sé wail 259 137 34.6 





1 Not available. 


TABLE II.—Ornithosis cases among groups exposed to infected turkeys in Oregon, 


1956 
Cases confirmed or 
probable 
Place of employment Number of as 2 
workers 
Number Percent of 
workers 

Farms. Se ati ery! 26 | 5 19.2 
Rendering plant- i ‘ 43 29 67.4 
Processing plants---_. ‘ 237 49 20.7 
Other marketing facility j i ea 3 3 100. 0 
Total sie ihitnascialiee Sa , 309 86 27.8 
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Mr. Warts. Any questions? 

Mr. McIntire. Referring to your statement on page 6 where you 
have this table, I note that other than in the meat packing and the 
sausage and prepared meat products industry, the other figures are 
related perhaps to more of the hard goods m: anufacturing. Where 
would some of the other food processing plants come within this table, 
let’s say the processing of fruits and vegetables, in relation to the 
processing of the poultry meat ? 

Mr. Barker. If you will give me just a moment, I can answer that 
from the official records of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Mr. McIntire. Those figures will be in the record ? 

Mr. Barxer. Those figures are in the record. We are submitting 
the whole thing. They are very low, I might say, without trying to 
give you even an estimate of them, because they slipped my mind in 
the multitude of figures which we are handling in this connection. 

Mr. McInrie. But they are in the record ? 

Mr. Barker. They are in the record. That has been submitted. 

(The figures referred to are as follows:) 


[Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics release, December 28, 1956] 
INJURY RATES IN MANUFACTURING SET NEW Recorp Low 


The third quarter 1956 injury frequency rate for manufacturing was the lowest 
third-quarter rate ever recorded—12.3 injuries per million employee-hours 
worked—according to preliminary reports compiled by the Labor Department’s 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. This rate was 6 percent below the 1955 third quarter 
figure of 13.1 and was fractionally below the previous all-time low of 12.4 estab- 
lished for this quarter in 1954. 

The monthly rate rose in July to 12.8, leveled off at 12.7 in August, and in Sep- 
tember dropped to 11.6. In most previous years, July and August have been the 
highest months. The rates for both August and September 1956 were record 
lows for the months. The average for the first 9 months was 12.1, the same 
as for this period in 1954 and 1955. 

Most individual industries held their injury rates for the first 9 months of 
1956 at or below those for the same period of 1955. The 9-month rates of 72 
industries varied by less than 1 full frequency-rate point between the 2 years; 
38 recorded significant decreases and only 27 showed increases of 1 full point 
or more. The 9-month average for boatbuilding and repairing was 35.3 in 1956, 
compared with 29.5 in 1955. Most of the increase, however, took place in the 
first quarter of 1956, when the rate rose to 45.4. Steady improvement since that 
time brought the rate for the third quarter of 1956 to 26.1. In contrast, the rate 
for steel foundries has increased gradually, from 15.5 in the fourth quarter 
of 1954 to 25.8 in the third quarter of 1956. The 9-month average for 1956 was 
24.2, compared with 18.7 for 1955. The rates for plywood mills and for com- 
pressed and liquefied gases were substantially lower in 1956 than in 1955. 

Rates of less than 5 injuries per million employee-hours were achieved by 
17 industries during the first 9 months of 1956. The 10 best records were: 
synthetic fibers, 1.9; synthetic rubber, 2.38; miscellaneous communication equip- 
ment, 2.4; aircraft, 2.7; explosives, 2.8; miscellaneous industrial organie chem- 
icals, 2.9; radio tubes, 3.0; electric lamps (bulbs), 3.1; electrical equipment for 
vehicles, 3.7; plastics, except synthetic rubber, 3.8. 
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Mr. Warts. You may proceed. 

Mr. Barker. This committee has 12 bills before it. They are H. R. 
12, H. R. 377, H. R. 514, H. R. 767, H. R. 899, H. R. 1964, H. R. 3052, 
H. R. 4357, H. R. 5398, H. R. 5403, H. R. 5489, and H. R. 5463. 

These measures fall into six groups: 

(1) An amendment to the “Meat Inspection Act, represented by 
H. R. 12. 

(2) Bills which were before this committee last year to which the 
Department of Agriculture suggested sweeping amendments. These 
are H. R. 1964 and H. R. 3052. These bills do not contain the changes 
the Department suggested; they are in their original 1956 form. 
H. R, 1964 and H. R. 3052 are the same and will be referred to in this 
testimony as H. R. 1964. 

(3) The bill mentioned in (2) above, but containing the amend- 
ments suggested by the Department of Agr iculture during this Com- 
mittee’s 1956 heari ings, represented by H. ‘R. 377, which, I “might add, 
has come in for considerable discussion during these hearings. 

(4) Bills which are substantially the same as H. R. 12016, of last 
year. These are H. R. 899 and H. R. 4357. These bills are the same 
and will be referred to in this testimony as H. R. 899 

(5) New bills, similar to S. 645 in the Senate. These are H. R. 
514, H. R. 767 and H. R. 5463. These bills are the same and will 
be referred to in this testimony as H. R. 514. 

(6) New bills, similar to S. 1128, in the Senate. These are H. R. 
5398, H. R. 5403 and H. R. 5489. These measures are substantially 
the same and will be referred to in this testimony as H. R. 5403. 

These six types of bills are different in both of their provisions and 
effect. Some would provide an excellent system of compulsory poul- 
try inspection. Others would bring about such a program in name 
only and would offer little protect ion to consumers and poultry 
workers. 

With the permission of the committee, we should like to consider 
some of the basic points of difference between the six types. 


1. “KNOWINGLY” AND “WILLFULLY” 


H. R. 377, 514 and 1964 would be very diflicult—if not impossible— 
to enforce. These measures contain in their prohibited acts and 
penalties section (only in the prohibited acts section in H. R. 3877 
~y words “knowingly” and/or “willfully.” For example, in Section 

13 of H. R. 514, we find, “Any person who knowingly violates the 
provisions of section 9, 10, 11 and 18 * * * .” H. R. 12, 899 and 5403 
do not use this word. 

It is the view of lawyers in our organization, Government agencies, 
and in public-health groups that either or both of these words would 
require the Department of Agriculture to prove such an extreme 
degree of intent of violation that conviction of a violator would be 
virtually impossible. If there is no threat of conviction or punish- 
ment for violation, the act is meaningless, 

The conscientious processor would comply with its provisions, 
nevertheless. But he already does as well as he possibly can by the 
consumer, anyway. The shady operator, who forms the real danger, 
would be able to laugh at the law. And he would probably do so. 
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We recognize the concern about unfair indictments and prosecutions. 
But there already are two basic protections against them. In the first 
place, some intent of violation must be shown in the court proceedings. 
The word “knowingly” simply provides the need for an extreme addi- 
tional amount. Further, many of the bills before this committee con- 
tain a provision (sec. 13 in H. R. 377, sec. 14 in H. R. 514, see. 13 in 
H. R. 1964, and sec. 13 in H. R. 5403,) which gives the Secretary of 
Agriculture the authority to avoid criminal prosecutions or injunction 
proceedings in cases of minor violations and when he believes com- 
pliance may be obtained by other means. 

Neither the Meat Inspection Act nor the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act contains the word “knowingly” or “willfully” as far as violations 
are concerned. Yet there have been no charges of unfair indictments, 
prosecutions, or convictions. Further, we understand that Congress 
had to amend several agricultural laws in which this word was used, 
because they made the measures meaningless. 

In short, the use of “knowingly” does not provide necessary pro- 
tection, but only an invitation to flout the law. It does not protect 
the innocent, but only shields the violator. 


ANTE MORTEM INSPECTION 


H. R. 514 and H. R. 1964 would specifically make ante mortem 
inspection discretionary. H. R. 377—— 

Mr. Jounson. When you refer to 377, are you referring to the re- 
vised multigraph copy that was furnished ? 

Mr. Barker. That is correct. If you will refer to our review of the 
bill 377, under item 3 on page 7, this is the bill which contains amend- 
ments suggested by the Department of Agriculture during the 1956 
hearings. This does not contain the amendments made during these 
hearings this year. 

Mr. Jonnson. I was going to say that in the hearings made this 
year they have struck out the words “knowingly at fault.” 

Mr. Barker. I am aware of that, Congressman Johnson. We 
obviously had to prepare this in advance. 

Mr. Warts. Go ahead. 

Mr. Barxer. H. R. 514 and H. R. 1964 would specifically make ante 
mortem inspection discretionary. H. R. 377, according to the De- 
partment of Agriculture’s testimony last year, would require ante 
mortem inspection, but its language is so hedged that lawyers are in 
dispute whether this is actually so. H. R. 12, H. R. 899, and H. R. 5403 
specifically provide for mandatory ante mortem inspection, but would 
leave the manner in which it is to be carried out to the determination 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

I would like to add at this point, that I have heard many comments 
made about what is meant by “ante mortem inspection.” And the 
accusation has generally been made on numerous occasions that our 
ultimate end is to have a bird-by-bird ante mortem inspection. I 
would like to state for the record that at no time in any bill that we 
have supported, has there been any provision providing for a bird-by- 
bird ante mortem inspection. 

I had the privilege of listening to the testimony of Dr. Willie. He 
offered to this committee for the record a statement which set out the 
procedures that could be used for ante mortem inspection. And I 





INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 201 


would also like to say that the suggested rules and procedures that he 
laid out are in line with our own thinking. I would like to reempha- 
size that at no time, and in no hearing, have we or any other group 
that we have worked with advocated—and I am certain industry has 
not advocated, so I don’t know where the thought has come up—a 
bird-by-bird ante mortem inspection. We have left the procedures 
discretionary to the Secretary. We merely requested that ante 
mortem be required as one of the processes of regulatory inspection. 

Ante mortem inspection is absolutely necessary to consumers, 
poultry workers, and farmers. To prove its importance to consumers, 
I should like to quote a veterinary officer of the United States Public 
Health Service, Dr. Joe Atkinson. In a paper presented at the 82d 
meeting of the American Veterinary Medical Association (Min- 
neapolis, Minn., August 15-18, 1955), he said: 

For the purposes of assuring adequate official inspection, careful observation of 
poultry before slaughter (ante mortem inspection) is, perhaps, even more es- 
sential now than was the case a few years ago. The increased incidence of 
respiratory diseases, particularly in young poultry commercially produced, is an 
important factor. Upper respiratory infections may affect the bird sufficiently 
to make it appear sick and plainly unacceptable or suspect if observed before 
slaughter, yet may pass unnoticed on routine examination by the post mortem 
inspector. As a matter of fact, the upper respiratory tract may be examined 
superficially, if at all, on post mortem inspection, unless the inspector knows the 
bird is suspect. 

Another factor contributing to the increased importance of ante mortem inspec- 
tion is the use in recent years of high scalding temperatures, which result in 
removal of the epidermal layer of the skin and give an almost uniformly white 
appearance to the dressed carcasses. Thus the darkened appearance formerly 
associated with certain septicemias and the abnormally pale appearance caused 
by some disease processes, no longer serve the post mortem inspector, in many 
instances, as indications of generalized effects of disease. 

I would also like to add to this quote of Dr. Atkinson’s the names 
of several other scientists and public health officials who consider ante 
mortem inspection necessary. While not quoted here, statements of 
these men can be found in the record of last year’s hearings. 

These men are the outstanding scientists of poultry P athology and 
poultry industry from the veterinary and from the public health as- 
pect: Dr. Joseph O. Alberta, the College of Veterinary Medicine, 
University of Illinois; Dr. Raymond Bankowski, U niversity of Cali- 
oe Dr. Clifford W. Barker, , Department of Poultry Science, North 

Carolina State College; Dr. * E. Biester, Veterinary Research Insti- 
tute, lowa State C ollege ; Dr. Carl Brandley, U niversity of Wisconsin, 
Madison, Wisconsin; Dr. William Feldman, of the M: ayo Foundation, 
Rochester, Minnesota; Dr. Carl Olson, College of Agriculture, Univer- 
sity of Nebraska; Dr. Henry Van Roekel, Department of Veterinary 
Science, University of Massachusetts; and Dr. John P. Delaplane, of 
the Department of Veterinary Bacteriology and Hygiene, A. & M. 
College, Texas. 

These gentlemen also have previously gone on record—and, inci- 
dentally, they are the gentlemen who are parties to the manual put 
out in connection with ante mortem inspection—have repeatedly said 
for public consumption and for the benefit of the industry, that ante 
mortem is a necessary process to have a comprehensive poultry 
inspection law and to protect the worker and the consumer alike. I 
think I can again refer. to the testimony before this committee by 
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Dr. Roy Willie who, if you will analyze what he said to you in his 
testimony, has advocated as one of the necessary processes, ante 
mortem inspection. 

As far as the poultry worker is concerned, ante mortem inspection 
and plant sanitation are the two most important protections pro- 
vided in the inspection bills. He depends upon ante mortem inspection 
to prevent or minimize the amount of diseased poultry coming on the 
processing line and possibiy infecting him there. 

We have the experience in the Oregon psittacosis outbreak to demon- 
strate how important ante mortem inspection is to us. After the 
Portland psittacosis epidemic of 1956 Soaks out, industry, Oregon 
public health officials, and the AMCBW worked out a program to stem 
the outbreak. That program included ante mortem inspection. It 
did slow and finally stop the incidence of cases. Ante mortem inspec- 
tion was then e1 nded. Within a week, the psittacosis epidemic erupted 
again. Even more persons were hit by the illness. 

The proponents of discretionary ante mortem inspection say that 
it should be used “when necessary.” We assume that they would be- 
lieve it to be “necessary” after an epidemic has struck, as in the Oregon 
case. This view would lead to the use of ante mortem inspection only 
to stop epidemics, not to prevent them. It would mean that men and 
women must first become ill and perhaps die before the necessary ante 
mortem inspection can be put into effect. We cannot accept such a 
view or such a sacrifice. We believe that this legislation is to be 
preventative, not remedial. 

I think it might be well to note at this point the case of the Ore- 
gon psittacosis outbreak, in which the two plants that were the most 
affected by the outbreak were under the permissive regulations of 
the USDA-AMS program. 

Mr. McIntire. Could I ask something there, just to make sure 
I am following this, You say “permissive,” just what type of in- 
spection was going on in those plants at that time? 

Mr. Barker. Carcass- by-carcass poultry post mortem examina- 
tion under a veterinarian—authorized or legalized veterinarian. 

Mr. McIntire. Licensed veterinarian ? 

Mr. Barker. Put there by the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. McIntrre. And under the supervision of the Department ? 

Mr. Barker. The veterinary supervision of the Regional Director 
of the United States Department of Agriculture—in other words the 
only form of inspection service other th: an cooperative, as you have 
in your own State, Mr. McIntire, and in North Dakota, the only 
other form of observation for wholesomeness that is presently being 
practiced in the United States. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Barxer. In these two plants that were most widely affected 
they had the permissive regulations. You have had testimony given 
to you previously that if the Department has only the authorization 
that it “may cause” ante mortem inspections to be made, it will be 
sufficient. It had that authorization under the permissive program 
in Oregon. Yet the epidemic came upon us. People were made 
sick and died. Even in the face of this condition it took the pub- 
lic health people, the labor unions, and the industry people, cooper- 
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atively—not the United States Department of Agriculture—to estab- 
lish ante mortem inspection. It was established through a coop- 
erative State inspection. The cooperating groups went out and 
hired public health veterinarians to do it. It was not performed 
under the word “may” of the permissive program. And that is the 
emphasis that I want to make here, why we feel so strongly about 
this word “may” or “shall.” We cannot agree in the face of our 
experience that “may” will result, as has been implied, in preventive 
ante mortem inspection. And we cannot foresee the philosophy of 
adopting preventive legislation and then making it corrective only 
after people have become ill, after a resistance to poultry has been 
developed at the consumer level, or any other level. We subscribe 
to the theory of allowing the Secretary to provide the methods and 
the procedures, but it should be mandator y: 

The farmer is directly benefited by ante mortem inspection. It is 
one of the few areas of this legislation where he is immediately af- 
fected. The ante mortem inspection would allow a recognition of 
disease in a flock very soon after the disease breaks out. It would 
prevent situations, like in Oregon and Texas, where entire flocks were 
infected before the knowledge that psittacosis was rampant, was avail- 
able. It would permit quick treatment and avoid the huge losses of 
money which the farmer suffers once psittacosis or other disease run 
wild. 

Again, may I say that in the paper which I have provided for the 
record, Dr. Erickson’s paper, he touches upon the loss to the farmer 
in this particular situation. In this particular case, the birds were 
colored because they were sick, and were sent to the processing 
plant. They were in a breeder flock, but they stopped laying eggs, 
and they were of no further use to the farmer. If the epidemic had 
been diagnosed at its initial point as an illness, and proper precau- 
tions taken, the tragic thing that took place, including the absolute 
refusal of consumers to buy any poultry products for a time, would 
not have resulted. And there was actually a period of about 4 or 5 
months when some Oregon poultry products were quarantined from 
Washington, because of ‘the w idespread fear of this disease. Whereas 
had it been properly controlled at the level it should have been, the 
industry would not have suffered this loss and the workers would 
not have suffered the loss of work which they did, as well as the 
illnesses and the resultant deaths that were involved. 

We want to emphasize that we do not ask for bird-by-bird ante 
mortem inspection. We never have called for it, nor has any bill 
which we have ever supported. We agree with the provisions of H. R. 
12, H. R. 899 and especially H. R. 5403, that ante mortem inspection 
must be mandatory, and we believe the details of how that inspection 
is to be carried out should be left to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

An observation of a coop, flock, or batch at the processing plant is 
satisfactory as ante mortem inspection. Suspect poultry would be 
segregated for closer examination at a convenient time. 

The Department of Agriculture recognizes even in the regulations 
for its voluntary poultry inspection program that such an ante 
mortem inspection program is practical. It states (in Instruction No. 
918 (PY) Ante Mortem—1) : While it is not practical to handle and 


89831—57——_14 





204 INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


examine each live bird prior to slaughter, it is entirely feasible to 
visibly examine daily each battery of birds in the plant. 

Mr. MoIntire. Mr. Chairman, before we move to another subject 
matter in this testimony, I would like to have the witness elaborate, 
if he would, on just what he is saying here in relation to ante mortem 
inspection. 

You are saying on the one hand that it is not practical, you are 
saying that the legislation should be mandatory as to ante mortem 
inspection, and you have also said that the regulations relative to it 
would be worked out by the Secretary of Agriculture. Now, what in 
your opinion, would be the practic al application of the regul: ations 
which should be set up by the Secretary if you have a farmer out 
here who has a flock of birds—generally, the market for those birds 
may be not any specific plant, they may be available for sale to a 
trucker who is buying them at the farm and taking them to a plant 
for proc essing—just how do you approach this problem from the prac- 
tical standpoint of just what you have to deal with from day to day 
in this business ? 

Mr. Barker. I think I would like again to refer to a comment made 
earlier on this subject by Dr. Roy Willie in which he pointed out 
some, I think, very practical approaches to this problem. We are 
not and do not profess to be professional veterinarians. We do not 
think that we should try to tell scientific people, people who are 
trained in this field, how these procedures should be done. We have, 
however, in our statement here suggested as adequate an observa- 
tion of a co-op, a block or batch at the processing plant. Obviously, 
there is an area of uncertainty in our statement. This is not an 
uncertainty because we were fearful of ante mortem inspection, but 
rather because we thought its details should be left to those who are 
specialists in animal diseases and public health problems. 

Mr. McIntire. Yes. But you are going to have differences of 
opinion in that field, and I was interested to get from you an opinion 
as to what you thought were more or less minimum requirements that 
would have to be written into regulations to meet any mandatory pro- 
vision in the law relating to ante mortem inspection. 

Mr. Barer. I have here the Manual for the Examination and 
Evaluation of Poultry and Poultry Products. This is the book from 
which I read the names of the gentlemen that are recognized authori- 
ties in the field of poultry diseases. This, with other publications 
which they and others in this field have written, I think, could ade- 
quately cover it. I cannot agree with the statement that there is a 

variance of opinion as to how these procedures can be instituted, ex- 
cept between what I could consider nonprofessional-type people, 
such as the poultry processor and the poultry farmer, and the pub- 
lic health veterinarians and the public health people. We don’t pro- 
pose to be in either one of these two groups. We do know that when 
ante mortem inspection was inaugurated and using the one case, if 
you will bear with me, the Oregon situation, with which I h: appen 
to be very intimately acquainted, we created a barrier against dis- 
ease and prevented further spread. 

As to the procedures, the determination as to how the veterinarian 
decided that this was a healthy bird and this was not a healthy bird, 
[ can’t answer that. That was the technician’s job. But I know that 
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each bird, each group of birds, was observed. If a suspect was 
found, it was set aside. I would like to mention, too, on that question, 
that during the time that these diseased birds were being processed, 
while ante mortem inspections were not being made, they were not 
condemned, they were not diagnosed as h: aving had psittacosis by post 
mortem examination. Yet the manual which is put out by the United 
States Department of Agriculture Agricultural Marketing Service, 
parts of which are attached to Dr. Willie’s statement, described 
psittacosis as one of the diseases for which these birds with proper 
lesions are condemned and called unfit for food. This puts a question 
of doubt in, I think, any reasonable man’s mind as to the effective- 
ness of post mortem inspections as the only means of determining 
these diseases in a flock. 

Now, I think the situation which you describe, Congressman, the 
hue ksters, as we might call them in the trade, buy poultry from 7 
or 8 or 10 farms and then bring them into the plant, which 
would not permit flock examination or observation. This is usually 
done with the fowl, that is, the laying hen. These types of birds are 
placed in batteries in the plant, and through this means they have been 
able to separate the suspects. It does not follow that they will be con- 
demned; in some cases, yes. Here I have had an experience where 
no ante mortem inspection was made, and where I saw birds which 
[ knew were visibly ill, had leukosis, were passed by a post mortem 
examination Bein a veterinarian. And it is obvious that the reason 
for it was he didn’t know there were suspect birds there. 

So the huckster type of thing that you speak of is a rare situation. 
The more common type of product can be observed. Here you buy 
the flock of either turkeys or broilers, which is simply a case of ob- 
serving at the farm just prior to leading them up to take them into 
the plant. 

This would alleviate that problem making the ante mortem in- 
spection bird by bird. It would also overcome some of the state- 
ments that were made about birds being excited. However, disease, 
even in excited birds, is visible. It may not be as visible as if they 
were not excited. Brat if a bird is ill, it is very easily seen. The bird 
is gasping, and there are other indications. 

You don’t even ha ive to be a veterinarian to determine this. 

Mr. McIntire. Then you are not thinking that ante mortem should 
be an inspection of the flock before they leave the pens on their way 
to market ? 

Mr. Barker. I didn’t hear that, Congressman. 

Mr. McIntire. I say, you have illustrated your point about an in- 
spection of the birds and the batteries on the receiving floor or on the 
holding floor before they are taken off the line. Do I follow from that 
that it is not your thought that these flocks should be inspected at the 
farm before they are put into the batteries and transported for 
processing ? 

Mr. Barker. I would make a general observation. if I might, in this 
connection. I think when you create ante mortem inspections as a part 
of these regulations, you will have available, or every processing plant 

will have available, the history of the flock. They are not going to 
at that point send in sick birds, obviously sick birds. The evidence 
of the disease, which even the producer becomes aware of, as in the 








206 INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


case of Newcastle, or some of these CRD epidemics, is going to be 
known, and if there is reason to question the advisability of loading 
that poultry, to take it to the plant, only to be condemned and sent 
back for treatment; there is going to be a pretty professional opin- 
ion as to whether diseased poultry should be killed or whether they 
should be treated before they are ever put on the truck. 

But the first thing is, they have got to realize that there is going to 
be an ante mortem inspection. That will make them conscious. 

You have in the testimony of last year again affidavits which we 
gave to this committee indicating that there have been instances where 
processors, feed companies, or others, that had financial interest, actual- 
ly encouraged the selling of sick and diseased poultry as a means of 
salvaging, in place of curing the disease. Most of these diseases 
now have some form—even Newcastle has some form of medical 
treatment that can reduce, minimize and cure any 1 of the 3 or per- 
haps combinations of the 3 things. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. If I understood your testimony right, then, you 
would leave the determination up to the local veterinarian who is doing 
the inspection as to how he was going to make his ante mortem in- 
spection ¢ 

Mr. Barker. No, Congressman, just what you said I can’t agree 
with, leave the determination up to the local 

Mr. Jounson. I mean, to the Federal inspection, if there was a flock 
of four or five thousand coming in, maybe it would be just as easy 
for him to go out to the farm if it wasn’t too far away and make his 
inspection, maybe he would do it that way, maybe he would make it 
from the crates. You aren’t going to determine how he would do 
that ? 

Mr. Barker. We think the procedures and the ultimate procedure 
should be prescribed uniformly throughout the country, probably 
rules set by the Secretary and the staff. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Landrum hasa question. 

Mr. Lanprum. Thank you. He has answered my question. But I 
would like to have the gentleman say this, if he will. 

The diseases which you are talking about disc overing in an ante 
mortem inspection are not usually transmissible to the consumer, are 
they? You are talking principally in that language about the pro- 
tection of the worker in the poultry plant, aren’t you ? - 

Mr. Barker. Of course, lam emphasizing this element of the worker 
in the poultry plants. I think that the transmissibility of these 
diseases to human beings is all documented by Public Health people, 
by veterinarians, and so forth. And I am not qualified to answer on 
that. I will add this, however, that there is information already in 
the hands of this committee from testimony and papers documented 
authoritatively and given to them in the testimony last year about 
transmissibility of some of these diseases. 

Mr. Lanprum. I understand that. But I just hope that your testi- 
mony won’t leave the impression with the committee or the public who 
read it that those diseases you speak of are transmitted through the 
eating of poultry. 

Mr. Barker. I think we can authoritatively say that the danger 
from psittacosis, as a consumer disease, is negligible. If foreseeable, 
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I think, that purchasing a bird with psittacosis virus on it could be, 
if all conditions were perfect, transmitted to the housewife through 
the aerosol content as she washed the bird, or something of that 
kind. And live bacteria have been found on birds that have been in 
storage a considerable period of time. But that is a very rare 
situation. 

Mr. Lanprum. I am talking about something entirely different. 
Your principal concern with ante mortem inspection is with the poul- 
try worker ¢ 

‘Mr. Barker. That is our major concern, plus the pathetic problem 
of the lack of determination of disease that 1s not detected in the post 
mortem inspection, but might be detected in ante mortem inspection. 

Mr. Warts. I am going to make a suggestion that we let him 
finish his statement. We will ask questions when he gets through. 


INSPECTING AGENCY 


Mr. Barker. H. R. 377, H. R. 514, and H. R. 1964, do not specify 
what part of the Department of Agriculture would carry out the in- 
spection function. Because of conversations with officials of the De- 
partment, we can only conclude that the Secretary would name the 
Agricultural Marketing Service as the inspecting agency. 

H. R. 12 does not specify any part of the Department, but since 
it is an aes to the Meat Inspection Act, it infers that the 
program should be carried out in either the Meat Inspection Branch 
of the Agricultural Research Service or in a new part of the Agri- 
cultural Research Service. 

H. R. 899 would specifically establish a poultry section in the Meat 
Inspection Branch. H. R. 5403 would make the Agricultural Re- 
search Service responsible for the inspection work and would permit 
the establishment of a Poultry Inspection Branch separate from and 
equal to the Meat Inspection Branch in ARS 

We firmly believe that the job to protect consumers and poultry 
workers should be in an agency which already has such work as its 
main task. We do not believe it should go to an agency with conflict- 
ing functions. 

The Agricultural Research Service has for 50 years administered 
the Meat Inspection Act and has done an excellent job of it. The 
Agricultural Marketing Service has done excellent work in the pro- 
motion of agricultural products. This I know from personal expe- 
rience. But I believe in many phases this promotion work conflicts 
with the inspection and consumer protection. It is difficult to carry 
water on both shoulders. 

Further, we believe the Agricultural Marketing Service has not 
always done a satisfactory job with its voluntary poultry inspection 
program. It has in the last 6 months i improved its service—following 
the exposé before congressional committees by public health groups 
and our union, of some dangerous practices, 

This committee has heard | testimony that the experience of 27 years 
of the Poultry Branch of the Agricultural Marketing Service should 
be used. Weagree. We suggest that this branch, with its personnel, 
be moved from the Agricultural Marketing Service to the Agricultural 
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Research Service. In this way, its experience will be utilized and 
at the same time a conflict of interests avoided. 

We also recognize that the fear exists lest poultry inspection be sub- 
merged under the red meat inspection. There is little reason for this 
fear. But to ease it, we suggest that a Poultry Inspection Branch, 
separate from and equal to the Meat Ins spection Branch, be established 
in the Agricultural Research Service. This is completely possible 
under H. R. 5403. We prefer that bill’s provision on the subject of 
inspection agency. 

POST MORTEM INSPECTION 


H. R. 899 and H. R. 5403 provide that the post mortem inspection 
should be carried out on the carcass of each bird. H. R. 12 does not 
provide for the carcass-by-carcass inspection, but since it depends ir) 
the practices carried out under the Meat Inspection Act, it would in ef- 
fect bring it about. H. R. 377, 514, and 1964 do not specify that the 
post mortem inspection be carcass by carcass. 

There is little argument that carcass-by-carcass post mortem inspec- 
tion isnow necessary. Even the voluntary poultry inspection program 

calls for it. It is the sine quo non of consumer protection. 

However, some witnesses have suggested to this committee that 
future dev elopments might make carcass-by-carcass post mortem in- 
spection unnecessary and have, therefore, suggested that it not be 
written into the law. They have not testified what such developments 
might be because these great discoveries to come are nebulous, at best. 

We suggest that Congress not leave a gaping loophole in consumer 
protection for the sake “of some great new development of which no 
conception is now available. If such a development should take place 
in decades, Congress can amend the Poultry Inspection Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


H. R. 12 states that compulsory poultry inspect tion begin 6 months 
after enactment of the law providing it. H. R. 377 provides that per- 
sons become subject to the poultry inspection law on July 1, 1958, and 
empowers the Secretary to grant exemptions which may remain in ef- 
fect until July 1,1960. HH. R.514 and H. R. 5403 provide that persons 
become subject to the act on July 1, 1958 

The Department of Agriculture has offered still another approach. 
It suggests that persons become subject to the law on July 1, 1959, 
and that the Secret: ary of Agriculture be allowed to grant exemptions 
until July 1, 1960. 

We believe that the poultry-processing industry and the Department 
should be given sufficient time to meet and bring about the standards of 
a poultry ‘inspection law. But we do not believe that the consumer 
should be left waiting 314 years for full and complete protection. 

The provision of H. R. 5403, which would allow more than a year 
grace before enforced inspection begins, meets both points adequately. 

The long delay of inspection—especially the Department of Agri- 
culture’s program—is like saying to the consumer and poultry wor ker, 
“You will have protection, but you had better wait 314 years before 
it will fully come about.” We suggest that this wait is too long. 





INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 209 


This subject has been intensely debated in Congress for over a 
year now. During that time many processors have begun to make 
the changes which they believe necessary to meet the standards. Com- 
mittees of Congress have been told that 99 percent of the poultry 
processing industry is operating under exemplary conditions. In 
that case, 99 percent will have little changes to make. A period of 
more than a year, as provided in H. R. 5403, should be sufficient time. 


INSPECTORS 


H. R. 377, 514, and 1964 provide that inspectors be “any person 
authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture to inspect poultry and 
poultry y products under the authority of this act.” H. R. 12, 899, and 
5403 would have the inspector be an ‘employee cf the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

H. R. 3877, 514, and 1964 contain a loophole herew hich might have 
dangerous consequences. It would be possible under this wording to 
use plant employees to inspect their employer’s products. We want 
to call this committee’s attention to the fact that the voluntary pro- 
gram has, until recently, permitted the use of employees, and even 
owners, as sanitarians in their plants. This practice has now been 
stopped and should not be allowed in this legislation. 

Further, if the label is to be a Federal one and is to give the con- 
sumer confidence, it should be applied by a Federal employee. Then 
the Secretary of Agriculture, upon whom the task of carrying the 
inspection program is placed by all bills, would truly be able to exer- 
cise that responsibility. He would have full administrative control 
of both the inspectors and the use of the label. 


DESIGNATED AREAS 


For the sake of saving a little time for the committee, I am going 
to pass this. Our position is stated here as being in favor of ‘those 
provisions, which require cooperative arrangements between local 
governing bodies in order to invoke that part of the provisions. 

Mr. Warts. You mean cooperative or permissive ¢ 

Mr. Barker. Well, it would require the permission of the local gov- 
erning bodies. 

(The part of the prepared statement of Mr. Barker entitled “Desig- 
nated Areas,” referred to above is as follows:) 


H. R. 377, 514, 1964, and 5403 provide that the Secretary may designate certain 
areas of intrastate commerce in which so much poultry is handled or consumed 
that interstate commerce is affected. These areas may then be brought under 
the provisions of the Federal Poultry Inspection Act. H. R. 12 does not spell 
out a designation proceeding, but because of section 9 (b), it would permit the 
Secretary to bring poultry or poultry products in intrastate commerce, which 
“directly burden, obstruct or affect interstate or foreign commerce” under the 
provisions of the Meat Inspection Act (as amended by H. R. 12). 

H. R. 899 does not provide for bringing the Federal inspection into intra- 
state commerce. 

The bills differ in how areas of intrastate commerce may be brought under 
the Federal inspection law. H. R. 12, 377, 514, and 1964 would allow the power 
to designate or extend the jurisdiction of the Federal law to be completely in 
the hands of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

H. R. 767, differing in this point from H. R. 514, would give the power of 
designation to the Secretary, but would initiate designation through the actions 
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of either an appropriate official in the area involved, or of a poultry industry 
group. H. R. 5403 would allow the Secretary to designate an area only upon 
the consent of the governing body of the area. 

H. R. 12, 377, 514, 1964, and 767 could lead to the designation of an area of 
intrastate commerce against the wishes of the area government. In some of 
these bills, all the power is in the hands of. the Federal Secretary; in the other, 
a poultry industry group could arrogate upon itself the power of initiating desig- 
nation, if the local government does not agree. Both procedures, we believe, 
are dangerous. 

We believe that intrastate commerce of an area should not be forced into the 
Federal program. The view of the area government should be important in this 
Situation. H. R. 54038 provides an excellent basis for making those views felt. 

H. R. 377, H. R. 514, and H. R. 1964 would permit the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to grant exemptions and variations in the labeling requirements. 
H. R. 5403 does not. H. R. 12 and H. R. 899 have no specific labeling sections. 
They would probably use the practices of the meat inspection program. 


INSANITARY PROCESSING 


Mr. Barker. One of the definitions—(g) (3)—of the term “un- 
wholesome” in H. R. 377, 514 and 1964 would provide a loophole to 
permit insanitary conditions in a plant up to the time evisceration 
takes place. H. R. 12, 899 and especially 5403, avoid such a situa- 
tion. 

(It seems as if a typographical error occurs in that particular 
section (sec. 22 (g) (3) of H. R. 5403. Instead of the word “there- 
for” in line 12, the words “thereof or” are undoubtedly desired.) 

No loophole should be allowed to make possible any insanitary 
conditions. Most of the bills have the same sanitation sections. Some 
of the definitions complement this section and are equally important 
in their effect. 

I am here again going to save time and ask if there are any ques- 
tions. We think labeling: j is very important, it should be sae, 
and provides positive identification for the consumer on the product 
which they are purchasing, both as to its source and the contents, 
sanitation and wholesomeness. 

(The paragraph entitled “Labeling” in the prepared statement of 
Mr. Barker is as follows :) 

Safeguards on labeling are of the utmost importance to the consumer. She 
depends upon the label for information concerning the food. She must have 
confidence in the label in order to have confidence in the product. Also, local and 
State officials will depend greatly on uniformity in labeling for their own enforce- 
ment activities. 

\xemptions and variations would make their task difficult. Therefore, the 
grant of authority for exemptions and variations in labeling is unnecessary and 
dangerous. We believe the labeling provisions of H. R. 5403 offer the best 
approach. 

Mr. Barker. Summary of bills: 

There are other differences between the bills before this committee. 
But the above-mentioned ones appear to us to be the most important. 
It is these differences which make us feel that H. R. 377, S. 14 and 
1964 are measures with loopholes which would prove disastrous to an 
inspection program. 

These bills are virtually impossible to enforce. They do not re- 
quire mandatory ante mortem inspection. They do not provide for 
carcass-by-carcass post mortem inspection. They do not place the 
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inspection in a consumer protective agency. They do not safeguard 
local and State jurisdiction. They do not provide that the inspector 
be a Federal employee. 

Hf. R. 12 and H. R. 899 do not suffer from these loopholes. Their 
basic provisions provide excellent points for an inspection system. 
The program envisioned by these bills would be effective and 
consumer protective. 

However, we believe the approach of H. R. 5403 and H. R. 5398 
and H. R. 5489 to be wiser. It is in effect a middle ground between 
the various bills before this committee. It avoids loopholes and pro- 
vides the safeguards necessary for the protection of consumers and 
poultry workers. At the same time, its clear language should dispel 
the fears felt by some in the processing industry, such as that a 
bird-by-bird ante mortem inspection might be instituted or that poul- 
try might be subordinated to red meat in an inspection program. H. 
R. 5403 and its companions are excellent, practical measures. We are 
happy to support them. 

We would like to suggest one amendment to H. R. 5403. That is 
an exemption from certain sections of the poultry inspection law for 
the ritual slaughtering and processing of poultry in accordance with 
the Jewish religion. It is the custom of Orthodox Jews either to 
eviscerate their own poultry or to watch while the evisceration is 

carried out. Also, the ritual forbids anything but dry plucking or 
cold water plucking of the poultrys fe: ithers. A poultry inspection 
law should not interfere with such religious practices. We, therefore, 
suggest that an amendment. be added to H. R. 5403, covering the 
religious practices on these two points. 


CONCLUSION 


It is noteworthy that judging from the hearings held last week 
before the Senate Agriculture Committee and the information so far 
provided in these hearings, consumer groups and public health experts 
support the provisions ‘contained in H. R. 5403. They, particular 
public health officials, have demonstrated the necessity of the safe- 
guards contained in H. R. 5403. 

In addition, H. R. 5403 is extremely practical. It does away with 
the cause for virtually all of the fears expressed by some witnesses 
about bills considered by this committee last year. We have already 
mentioned the fears of bird-by-bird ante mortem inspection, sub- 
ordination of poultry to red meat, and lack of designation machinery. 

If H. R. 5403 were dangerous to business practices, one could under- 
stand the opposition to it. Yet not one shred of evidence has been 
presented by anyone to show that the type of inspection provided by 
the bill is unworkable. In four congressional hearings and in countless 
writings, not one argument has been made that provisions, such as 
H. R. 5403 contains, are technically or businesswise impossible. 

There have been charges that the provisions of H. R. 5403 may put 
the small processor out “of business. Has anyone shown how? Has 
anyone demonstrated how the differences between H. R. 5403 and the 
industry- supported bills would hurt the small processor or the medium- 
size processor or big processor, for that matter? I am certain that 
the tears for the small-business men, shed for other purposes than his 
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welfare, are an old story to this and all other congressional committees. 

But let us look at how the small processor will ‘be affected. The cost 
of inspecting his product will be paid by the Federal Government. 
That means he can now afford inspection and obtain its benefits, such 
as an increased market. Before this legislation, his product has to be 
sold uninspected because he could not pay the cost of the voluntary 
program. 

Ante mortem inspection will create no burden for him. The one 
inspector, who will do the post mortem inspection, can, before proces- 
sing operations begin, observe the coops or batches which are ready 
to come on the line. He can, at intervals, view new coops or batches. 
It will take very little time. 

In fact, we fail to see why any processor opposes mandatory ante 
mortem inspection. The observation will require little time. Suspec t 
birds may be segregated and examined more closely after processing 
operations have ‘been ended for the day or at other convenient periods. 
This type of inspection will provide a much greater assurance of a 
wholesome product. And because fewer employees will become ill on 
the job, the processor will definitely find monetary benefits in the form 
of lower workman’s compensation charges. 

Again, I would like to refer to the comment Mr. Pringle, speaking 
before the facts finding conference stated, and that is in your record 
of last year. 

That carcass-by-carcass post mortem inspection is practical can be 
seen from the operations of the voluntary program. It has used it 
for years. Apparently, no one—small processor or large—has gone 
out of business because of it. 

As for the sanitation requirements, all bills carry virtually the same, 
if not the same, provision. Certainly it is not here that H. R. 5403 
can be accused of putting the small processor out of business. 

Even more patently ridiculous is the charge that the small farmer 
or any farmer will be hurt by this legislation. Let us be frank and 
say that the farmer will be only indirectly affected by most sections 
of a poultry inspection law. Inspection, both ante mortem and post 
mortem, will be on the processing level. If the farmer slaughters and 
dresses his own birds, he is specifically exempt from the law, unless he 
chooses otherwise. according to H. R. 5403. 

The one point that directly affects the farmer is the mandatory 
ante mortem inspection provisions. And it benefitshim. Ante mortem 
inspection will, as we have stated before, allow a far quicker detec- 
tion of disease in a flock and will permit quicker medication. 

Despite these facts, we find the witnesses of the poultry processing 
industry attacking the safeguards necessary for consumers and poul- 
try workers. We find them supporting bills which have been proved 
to be virtually impossible to enforce and to contain dangerous loop- 
holes in health protection. Does this mean that the processing in- 
dustry, therefore, is saying it wishes the right to sell unclean and 
unwholesome products? We think not. 

If the processing industry seeks—as we firmly believe the majority 
does—an effective, meaningful and practical compulsory poultry in- 
spection program, it should support the safeguards necessary and 
avoid all loopholes. A law with safeguards and which truly prevents 
abuses known to have been practiced by the shady operators in the 
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industry is as important to the reliable majority of the industry as it 
is to consumers and poultry workers. 

There is no reason, therefore, when we are now so close together 
on this legislation that the processing industry should stand on one 
side and consumer, public health, labor and some farm or ganizations 
on the other. 

We have frequently heard the argument that one should be satisfied 
with any bill that establishes the principle of mandatory poultry in- 
spection—no matter what loopholes are In it. This theory has it that 
it is important to put the principle into law and that Congress can 
always make the legislation effective later. 

This theory, in effect, tells the consumer and poultry worker, “You 
will get a little protection now. You will have to wait for more.” 
Unfortunately, this is not very reassuring to those who will be hit 
by skin infections, food poisoning, psittacosis, and other poultry- 
borne illnesses. 

Also, how long will the wait for adequate safeguards be? It has 
required 314 years of intensive campaigning—and many more years 
of less vigorous activity—to get this far with poultry inspection leg- 
islation. If the theory I have mentioned were to be taken seriously, 
how much longer would poultry workers and consumers have to sit 
by—and more “important, how many more cases of human illnesses 
must occur—before effective provisions were put in a law? 

Actually, the reporting or enactment of a bill with loopholes would 
help no one. It would especially leave consumers and poultry work- 
ers in a little better position than when we began our campaign for 
this type of legislation. To consider our campaign finished with the 
enactment of weak legislation, would be a breach of faith with our 
membership. Under ‘such conditions, the AMCBW could not con- 
sider its inspection campaign concluded. 

We appeal to this committee to report H. R. 5403, H. R. 5398, 
or H. R. 5489 with the religious exemption amendment previously 
suggested. This measure will meet the needs of all groups concerned 
with poultry inspection. It will provide the protection needed by 
consumers, poultry workers, and farmers. And it will assist, rather 
than be in any way impractical or harmful, to processing business 
activities. 

We would like to take this opportunity to commend Mr. Victor 
Anfuso for the excellence of his bill, H. R. 5408. We = also grateful 
to the former chairman of this subcommittee, Mr. James Polk, for 
his continued interest in this legislation and his bill H. R. 5489. 
Mr. Melvin Price must be thanked for his long-time concern, dating 
back to 1954 with this legislation. 

Another member of Congress, not on the Agriculture Committee, 
deserves the heartfelt gratitude of consumers and poultry workers. 
She is Mrs. Leonor K. Sullivan. The gentlewoman from Missouri, 
long an ardent champion of the consumer, has sought mandatory 
poultry inspection legislation, probably longer than any member of 
the House of Representatives. She has persistently and vigorously 
worked for the enactment of such legislation. Two of the bills before 
the committee, H. R. 12 and H. R. 5398, represent her latest efforts for 
an effective inspection law. When poultry inspection legislation is 
finally enacted, a great deal will be owed to her untiring work in this 
behalf. 
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And finally, but certainly not least, we want to thank you, Mr. 
Chairman and the gentlemen of this subcommittee, for your interest 
in, and concern w ith, the protection of consumers and poultry workers. 
We are grateful for the opportunity you have given us to present our 
views on this legislation, which is so v jtally important to our members. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you very much for your fine and rather com- 
plete analysis of the bills and for your thinking on the subject. 

Any questions, Mr. McIntire ? 

Mr. McIntire. No questions. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Johnson ? 

Mr. Jounson. No questions. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Dixon ? 

Mr. Drxon. No questions. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Landrum ? 

Mr. Lanprum. No questions. 

Mr. Drxon. I simply want to compliment the witness on a most 
complete and excellent statement. 

Mr. Barker. May I just, before leaving, gentlemen, bring to your 
attention, a document w hich I have here, the WHO New sletter, World 
Health Organization, in which there appears a statement by Dr. 
K. F. Meyer, a renowned authority, about the transmissibility of 
poultry diseases. A statement has been made previously which I chal- 
lenge with this statement, as to whether previous work was being 
discounted. 

Dr. K. F, Meyer—and this publication incidentally is dated Novem- 
ber-December 1955, so it is of recent date—Dr. K. F. Meyer says that 
“96 different infections apparent and inapparent may be shared by 
man and birds, wild or domesticated. The interchange of parasites 
is favored by close relationship of susceptible hosts.” 

And those 26 diseases are the 26 diseases that were spoken of in 
Dr. Ingalls’ earlier work and were discounted by a witness here as 
having been “withdrawn.” 

Mr. Chairman, perhaps this document could be put in your record. 

Mr. Warts. Yes. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 

{From World Health Organization Newsletter, November—December 1955] 
WatcH THOSE CHICKENS! 
By Dr. K. F. Meyer, Director, the George Williams Hooper Foundation, San 
Francisco 


DOMESTICATED BIRDS 





Chickens easily occupy first place among poultry found in stewing kettles, 
over fires on spits, in ovens of all kinds, all over the world. 

Their economic value reaches impressive heights in areas where they are pro- 
duced commercially for flesh or for egg production. Other domesticated birds— 
turkeys, ducks, geese, pigeons and guinea fowl—enter man’s environment accord- 
ing to local conditions and appetites. In general they are regarded more as 
special occasion delicacies. 

Probably the most widespread among infections carried by poultry is salmonel- 
losis. At one time ducks were thought to be the main source. This precedence 
of the duck over the chicken was explained through the relatively unhygienic 
habits of ducks. Now it appears that only certain breeds of duck are susceptible, 
and epidemiologists have replaced the duck with the chicken as leading host 
to this parasite. 

Forty types of salmonella have now been found in chickens. All of these types 
may cause gastrointestinal upsets in human beings. 
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These upsets range in severity from minor diarrhoeal attacks of short dura- 
tion—episodes of the type that rarely are diagnosed because the person con- 
cerned does not ask the help of a physician—through more incapacitating illness 
which may require treatment, on to fatality (very rarely). 

Although the illnesses are usually not shockingly severe or long lasting they 
do cause discomfort and inconvenience of proportious worth reducing. They 
may mean temporary loss of capacity to work. 

A single outbreak may, through community eating of one kind or another, 
include large numbers of people, reaching as high as 300. 

Because of former, and occasionally present, difficulties arising from com- 
mercial processing and preserving of eggs, much scientific attention has been and 
is being centered on the conditions to prohibit existence of salmonella in fresh- 
frozen, liquid or powdered eggs. 

There is a difference of opinion among the investigators about whether the 
shell or the egg meat is the source of contamination. 

It has been learned that the shells of 30 percent of the eggs laid by a hen 
infected with salmonella will be contaiminated with these organisms. It is 
possible that the egg meat may also contain salmonella. 

Though clean eggs almost always have sterile meat, dirty eggs that have been 
washed so that they may be marketed as clean eggs may not be sterile. 

The risk of infection to the consumer of dried eggs can be eliminated by 
pasteurization of the liquid egg mixture in the processing plant. The consumer 
should take pains to reconstitute the egg powder according to the directions that 
accompany it, particularly with respect to using it immediately after it is 
reconstituted. 

That poultry meat, particularly turkey and duck, may be infected is not 
surprising because salmonella are able to survive and are frequently present in 
the gastrointestinal tract of these birds. 

If the person who dresses the bird does not take the necessary precautions, the 
bacteria may reach edible flesh. In large processing plants this type of spread 
is more important because processing of a single infected bird may spread the 
organisms to many others. 

The overall approach to excluding the salmonella from parasitism on man is: 

1. Detect, with the aid of diagnostic laboratory procedures, the infected flocks 
and eliminate the diseased birds. 

2. Replace diseased stock with salmonella-free birds. 

3. Recognize the numerous animal reservoirs that maintain salmonella in the 
poultry yards and exclude them therefrom. 

These measures could rid man of what is primarily a nuisance disease. 

Processing of poultry and poultry products in large quantities, if the necessary 
sanitary measures are not taken, could provide conditions in which a mere 
nuisance might reach widespread and menacing proportions. It is the respon- 
sibility of the processors to protect the consumer to the fullest extent of present 
knowledge. 

When it is feasible the farmer who raises poultry should seek whatever help 
is available in carrying out the above measures. 

Because the margin of profit on small flocks is not spectacular it is often 
difficult to persuade their owners that their stock should be replaced. It will, 
however, be in the best interest of the farmer’s own health and that of his family 
or whatever ultimate consumer. 

Until table birds have been freed of salmonella beyond all reasonable doubt—a 
condition not likely to come about very soon—on the cook rests the responsibility 
for seeing to it that live salmonella do not reach those who eat domestic fowl. 

Thorough cooking, holding leftovers under sanitary conditions and if possible 
at low temperatures and thorough reheating before serving are the simple means. 

Temperatures of 60° to 90° F. are particularly favorable to growth and multi- 
plication of these organisms. To leave cooked poultry or eggs at these tempera- 
tures for any length of time is to expose others to the risk of illness. This is 
what has been responsible for many of the publicity-attracting outbreaks. 

Large group dinners where it is impossible to keep large quantities of food at 
low temperature (32° to 40° F.) provide an excellent environment for the 
salmonella. 

Less widespread, but more serious as an illness, is ornithosis. The extent 
of illness caused by association with ornithosis in domestic fowl can at this time 
by no means be even guessed. 
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In the United States in recent years laboratory findings are supplying more 
evidence that poultry in various areas are infected. Usually when the virus 
is methodically sought it is found—in pigeons, in chickens, in ducks and in 
turkeys. 

So far as is known the greatest threat of contracting ornithosis from this 
source is to those who are engaged in the commercial processing of turkeys, 
among whom there have been 300 cases in the last 6 years. 

The strain of the ornithosis virus that infects these fowl has given rise to a 
large number of illnesses and to more severe illnesses than have the strains 
isolated from other fowl up to the present. 

Visibly diseased turkeys with considerable gross anatomical lesions apparently 
exposed the persons killing, picking feathers or wrapping viscera. Clinical find- 
ings varied from mild to fatal illness. 

Chickens, ducks and squab have been responsible for a few known cases. How 
many other, perhaps mild common-cold-like, infections are attributable to con- 
tact with these birds or their environment is not known. 

Up to now the infections known to be transmitted from chickens have been 
mild and under ordinary circumstances would probably have not been diagnosed, 
being called atypical colds or virus infections. 

Where the tetracycline compounds are available for treatment the infection of 
human beings can be readily brought under control. Where they are not, 
ornithosis may be severe or fatal. 

Measures are being worked out to protect those who are likely to be heavily 
exposed through processing of infected turkeys, but under other circumstances 
early diagnosis and early treatment offer the only solution. 

Methods of treating turkeys are also the subject of experimental study. The 
infection causes mainly subacute infection among poultry. 

Newcastle disease, of great economic importance to the poultry raiser, is of 
minor importance to his health. It is primarily am occupational hazard to 
poultry farmers, processing plant employees and kitchen workers. 

More cases of human infection, contracted through contact or airborne drop- 
lets and taking the form of conjunctivitis or occasionally even systemic re- 
action, are being reported, and the disease bears watching. Whether man-to- 
man transmission may take place is not known. Medication is without effect. 

Good management and sanitation, complemented by vaccination when this 
is indicated, control the disease in poultry. 


WILD BIRDS 


Wild birds may serve as intermediate hosts or even reservoirs of some infec- 
tions that eventually accidentally include human beings in their cycles. But 
probably the principal direct risk is concerned with the dressing, cooking and 
storing of game birds. 

Grouse, sage hen and quail may carry tularemia, and the dressing of pheasants 
has caused this infection in man. This type of transmission could be easily 
impeded if the people who dress the birds would wear rubber gloves. 

In all probability the viruses of encephalitis have become adapted to existence 
among birds, but in this case it is the mosquito rather than the bird that actually 
dispenses the infection to man. Viruses of this group have a broad host range 
and in some areas it is known to include wild birds. 

The West Nile virus is maintained through a wild-bird-mosquito cycle. In 
the irrigated valleys of the Pacific Coast. States of the United States, where the 
Culex tarsalis mosquito is the chief vector of Western equine and St. Louis virus, 
virus-neutralizing antibodies have been found, in the course of extensive field 
studies, in many species of wild birds, migratory and nonmigratory. 

It is assumed that birds in endemic areas that have antibodies have passed 
through inapparent infection at some time, possibly with viremia adequate to 
infect the mosquito. Whether the inapparent infection in birds may lead to 
the establishment of reservoir hosts has not yet been determined. Further study 
must define the role of poultry and wild birds in the continuous inapparent ex- 
change which maintains the life of the encephalitis viruses. 

Superficially it now seems that wild birds are minor direct dispensers of 
human disease. Overall they are probably far more relevant to human health 
in their ability to support the life cycle of various microparasites which from time 
to time are accidentally introduced into the human population through direct 
contact or by an insect vector. 
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LOSS OF FOOD 


Twenty-six different infections, apparent and inapparent, may be shared by 
man and birds, wild or domesticated. The interchange of parasites is favored 
by close relationship of susceptible hosts. 

The demand for meat products has inflated the size of poultry flocks, and 
more and more people are taking cage pets into their homes. These create new 
public health problems. The risks include a large number of people—producers 
and consumers. 

Health is not all that is involved in these infections. In one country alone 
roughly 70,000,000 laying fowl die each year. 

Nutrition is dependent in many areas on such foods as poultry, meat and eggs. 
These foods are relatively expensive because a considerable part of the cost is 
related to losses due to infection. They are greatest in poultry, whose life span 
covers only a few months and whose unit value is comparatively small. 

Infections entail a heavier burden still on agriculture, which in turn affects 
the general economy. 

Some progress has been made through education of the poultry raiser, but he 
frequently remains untouched by educational programs and consequently 
unaware of the occupational and economic hazards of having infected birds on 
his premises. 

Well-planned and persistent programs to eradicate avian reservoirs are a 
prime necessity. Unfortunately in the poultry industries, which depend on large 
volume, it is considered more economical to accept the losses than to take precau- 
tions that will reduce or eliminate them. 

No preventive step is likely to be taken until the owner believes that the num- 
ber of birds saved will more than offset the increased cost of labor or materials 
required. 

What is currently known about prevention of poultry diseases must be made 
available to all the economically interested groups, including the individual 
farmer, through public health veterinarians if possible. 

Until the goal of suppression or elimination is reached, full-scale efforts to 
discourage the marketing of sick fowl by rigid systems of inspection, another 
government expense, must accompany the general methods of control. 

Obviously the perpetual problems of recognizing and studying new potential 
and actual bird-to-man infection chains remains. The application of known 
methods, improvement of diagnostic methods and searching ecologic studies must 
constitute the bulwark on which protective precautions are based. 


Mr. Warts. Is Dr. Hibbard present ? 


Dr. Hieparp. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF DR. MAX HIBBARD, STATE PUBLIC HEALTH VET- 
ERINARIAN, VIRGINIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, ON 
BEHALF OF CONFERENCE OF PUBLIC HEALTH VETERINARIANS 


Dr. Hipsarp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Dr. Max Hibbad, State public health veterinarian with the Virginia 
State Department of Health, representing the Conference of Public 
Health Veterinarians as a member of that organization’s legislative 
committee. 

The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians is an organization 
of over 300 veterinarians from Federal, State and local health and 
agricultural agencies, the veterinary disciplines of the military ser- 
vices, national rand international health or ganizations, educ ational in- 
stitutions and livestock disease control agencies. The conference was 
founded to provide leadership in pr omoting the quality and effective- 
ness of veterinary public health activities “conducted by official and 
nonofficial agencies and or ganizations. Along with the Association 
of State P ublic Health Veterinarians, the C onference of Public Health 
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Veterinarians represents that part of the veterinary profession 
actively engaged in and concerned with veterinary public health 
problems. 

Statements presented by the conference during previous congres- 
sional heari ane on poultry inspection legislation have been compara- 
tively brief “However, statements presented from other sources dur- 
ing these heari ings make it imperative that the conference present to 
this Committee more detailed comment and information on certain 
aspects of this subject. 

It has long been recognized by the veterinary profession that official 
mandatory inspection of poultry is essential if the consuming public 
is to be assured of wholesome, unadulterated poultry and “poultry 
products. The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians took one 
of the first constructive steps toward such inspection by developing 
in 1951 a tentative model ordinance which could be used by a State or 
municipality in setting up an official poultry regulatory program. 
This tentative ordinance was later used as a reference starting point 
by the Public Health-Poultry Industry Liaison Committee “which, 
since 1952, has advised the Public Health Service, Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, on the development of a suggested 
ordinance for voluntary use by interested State and local agencies. 

In that regard, it should be noted by this committee that the Public 
Health Service published in 1955 a model poultry sanitation ordinance 
which was recommended to it by the Health-Industry Liaison Com- 
inittee. As reported during Senate committee hearings last week, a 
complete model ordinance, containing both sanitation requirements 
and inspection-for-wholesomeness provisions has been developed but 
has not yet been distributed by the Public Health Service. As is indi- 
cated in the preface of the model ordinance, it represents not only the 
advice and assistance of . Health-Industry Liaison Committee, but 
of the interested Federal, State and local agencies, and the many pro- 
fessional groups concer one including the Conference of Public 
Health Veterinarians. 

The following factors are basic to proper consideration of the bills 
before this committee, if an adequate official poultry inspection pro- 
cram is to be established, one which will merit and receive the confi- 
dence of public health people and of the consumer. 


1. ANTE MORTEM INSPECTION 


There must be ante mortem inspection of poultry to the extent nec- 
essary to make sure that obviously sick or diseased birds will not be 
slaughtered and placed on the processing line or otherwise handled 
along with apparently healthy poultry. Likewise, processing plant 
employees should not be exposed to the hazard of processing, to any 
extent, sick or obviously diseased birds, in light of the numerous dis- 
eases which may be transmitted from poultry to man (for example, 
(liseases such as psittacosis, Newcastle disease, and erysipelothrix in- 
fections). The bird which can be observed before slaughter as being 
obviously sick or seriously affected by some disease usu: ally constitutes 
a much more serious health hazard to the employee th: mM does the bird 
which appears healthy before slaughter but exhibits minor or residual] 
lesions of disease upon examination of the carcass and viscera after 
slaughter. 
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This does not mean that each and every live bird should be handled 
and closely examined by an official inspector. Nevertheless, it does 
means that some manner of ante mortem inspection should be required, 
whether by pen, battery, or coop, with a closer examination of any in- 
dividual bird when the inspector deems it necessary. 

There were extended discussions in the Senate ‘hearing, on the rela- 
tive merits of “may” and “shall.” Since there appears to be such a 
determined effort from some quarters to keep the word “shall” out of 
the provision on ante mortem inspection, it can only be concluded that 
this effort results from a belief that “may” would not be interpreted 
by the Secretary of Agriculture to mean “shall,” and that, in most in- 
stances, effective ante mortem inspection by official inspectors would 
not be required if a bill is enacted providing that the Secretary “may” 
require ante mortem Inspection. 

Therefore, the conference respectfully suggests that the smokescreen 
of confusion be swept aside, and that a bill be presented to Congress 
containing a provision that ante mortem inspection of poultry, by 
official inspectors, “shall” be required. 


2. POST MORTEM INSPECTION 


Post mortem inspection of each poultry carcass and its viscera is 
essential. This seems to be agreed upon. However, there are some 
persons who seem to believe that this inspection may properly be made 
at any time; hours, days, or even months after slaughter of the poultry. 
The conference wishes to emphasize that such a procedure of delay is 
definitely not considered acceptable by public health, food and drug, 
and many agricultural authorities. It does not provide for adequate 
inspection, nor does it result in sanitary handling of the poultry car- 
casses—matters which are of vital concern to all consumers, and which 
should be of concern to any responsible official inspection agency and 
to every forward-looking member of the poultry industry. 

The following is a quotation from a program guide recently dis- 
tributed by the ‘United States Food and Drug Administration to its 
district offices and cooperating State officials. The guide is entitled 
“Manual for the Examination and Evaluation of Poultry and Poultry 
Products for Compliance with the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act,” and states on page 3:“. . . evisceration and post mortem inspec- 
tion should follow immediately after slaughter and removal of the 
feathers, for the following reasons: 

(a) To permit correlation of ante mortem and post mortem find- 
ings, and the conduct of any human or animal disease contro] measures 
indicated. 

(6) The chilling in cracked ice, in ice slush or water, packing or 
shipping in cracked ice, or the freezing and defrosting of New York- 
dressed poultry as eee practic ed, results in contamination of the 
carcass with filth—e. g., fecal material and exudates from the sinuses 
of the head and from the respiratory system. The contamination 
may extend into the lungs, and possibly into the air sacs, in the case of 
water or ice slush chilling. 

(c) These same practices are likewise conducive to cross-contami- 
nation of carcasses with carcasses with organisms from diseased or 
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carrier birds which have not been eliminated on ante mortem inspec- 
tion. 
(7d) The changes which may occur in the appearance or consistency 
- organs or tissues with the passage of time, or as a result of chilling 
r freezing, may prevent adequate post mortem ev: aluation under the 
smelt conditions of post mortem inspection.’ 


NEW YORK-DRESSED (UNEVISCERATED) POULTRY 


The manual issued by the Food and Drug Administration specifica]- 
ly states that poultry carcasses should be eviscerated and inspected 
post mortem unmediately after slaughter and removal of the feathers. 
Furthermore, it lists inspection and sanitation factors which make 
such a procedure essential. The conference assumes that such a state- 
ment would not have been issued by the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion without prior concurrence from representatives of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

Consider, then, the following testimony by Mr. Ear] L. Butz, As- 
sistant Secretary of Agriculture, at the hearing of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, February 28, 1957: 

No real purpose would be served by prohibiting the interstate movement of 
dressed poultry so long as its movement can be controlled. 

This statement is a matter for real concern! Does Mr. Butz really 
understand the meaning of his own words? Did he receive this ad- 
vice from his technical staff? Would this be the attitude of Mr. Butz 
and his staff in conducting a mandatory poultry inspection program ¢ 

It is glaringly apparent that much light is needed on the subject 
of uneviscerated poultry. This is not a new subject; not a subject just 
recently brought up as a matter for criticism. 

Dr. Millard F. Gunderson, foremost authority on the bacteriology 
of poultry processing, said in 1946: 

There is as little reason for marketing New York-dressed poultry as there 
is for marketing hogs or cattle with viscera intact. Arguments regarding the 
keeping quality of properly eviscerated poultry, as opposed to uneviscerated 
birds, become flimsy when one considers the large-scale marketing of meat 
cuts * * * 

It is possible, by careful plant evisceration, to remove the viscera from the 
bird intact. It is not necessary to permit contamination of the carcass by in- 
testinal contents * : 

Unfortunately, a chicken is small and can be kicked around in unsavory 
environments * * * chickens and other poultry can be packed tightly in boxes 
or barrels for shipment to eviscerating plants or to market as New York-dressed 
birds. 

Sometimes the birds are not packed too carefully. Leakage from the vents may 
contaminate the surfaces of the birds. Temperature and humidity conditions 
may permit the growth and spread of such intestinal organisms on skin surfaces. 
A little water will remove evidence, but it will not remove the seed bed of bacteria 
or correct the damage. * * * 

Again, in a report published in 1954 on studies conducted by himself 
and co-workers, Dr. Gunderson stated : 

* * * birds arriving on the eviscerating line in the fresh-killed and dressed 
state have significantly lower surface bacterial counts than do New York-dressed 
birds which have been stored either in the frozen state and defrosted prior 
to evisceration or have been stored in a chill room, snow ice, or cracked ice prior 
to evisceration * * * the evisceration procedure, if it is to be done commercially, 
should be accomplished as quickly after death of the bird as is possible. 
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On June 25, 1951, in a meeting of State and municipal health and 


oe 


sanitation officials with officials of the United States Department of 
Agriculture and representatives of the poultry industry, Dr. J. L, 
Cherry of Delaware said: 


New York-dressed (poultry) is a child of habit that is antiquated. It is (the) 
only animal moving interstate with the entrails intact. These organs are the 
main source of harmful organisms. ; 

To date there is no practical means to stop the seepage of fecal matter from 
these birds that contaminates the birds in the package. The economy of scatter- 
ing the heads, feet, and viscera over the country is not sound, because freight 
is paid on a part of poultry worthless at destination. * * * 


In this same meeting in 1951, Dr. LeRoy Davenport of Illinois said: 


* * * we particularly object to the so-called ““New York-dressed poultry” upon 
the basis of * * * the great probability, if not inevitability, of contamination 
of such poultry during the interim of storage or transit; and * * * the practical 
impossibility of determining the wholesomeness of such products even upon in- 
spection subsequent to storage or transportation. * * * 


Professional health groups have repeatedly called attention to this 
matter. Typical is the recommendation adopted in 1955 by the Asso- 
ciation of State and Territorial Health Officers (composed of the 
health officers of all the States and Territories of the United States), 
that the Federal Government establish (1) “Requirement that all 
poultry shipped interstate be eviscerated,” and (2) “Requirement that 
all poultry shipped interstate be inspected before and after slaughter 
for wholesomeness.” 

This subject was reviewed as follows by Dr. Joe W. Atkinson in a 
paper given as part of a panel presentation before the Conference of 
Public Health Veterinarians at Atlantic City, N. J., November 16, 
1956: 


Why should evisceration and post mortem inspection follow immediately after 
slaughter and removal of the feathers? First, to permit adequate evaluation of 
any lesions present before post mortem changes in consistency or appearance of 
tissues, organs, or disease processes can occur. Second, to allow adequate cor- 
relation of post mortem appearance with ante mortem findings, and assure 
proper disposition of all carcasses and parts. Third, to assure completion of 
eviscreation and preparation into ready-to-cook form without subjecting the 
product to the contamination which results from usual methods of holding and 
handling poultry carcasses in the uneviscerated (‘‘New York-dressed”) form.* * * 

The contamination problem alone is reason enough for health officials to raise 
serious objections to current practices associated with New York-dressed poultry 
*** > Weshould recognize, however, that these objections do not imply a criticism 
of those who recommended the sale of poultry in the uneviscerated form many 
years ago. 

Much of the poultry was dry picked in those days. It was air chilled, main- 
taining a dry condition on the skin. This, along with the epidermal layer of 
the skin, helped delay the growth of spoilage organisms. Hanging the carcasses 
on racks for air chilling prevented mass cross-contamination from a single 
diseased or carrier carcass to healthy ones during the chilling process. Poultry 
handied in this manner was found to remain in salable condition longer than the 
“aviscerated” poultry then available. This can be readily understood, because 
much of the latter was not completely eviscerated and ready-to-cook, but was in 
the form known as drawn poultry. Some inedible viscera and contents were 
usually left in the carcasses. Incised tissues and body cavities were not 
thoroughly washed free of filth and contaminants, if indeed they were washed 
at all. Under such conditions, the housewife herself knew it was better to buy 
the New York-dressed bird rather than one which had been so grossly con- 
taminated by the drawing process. 

Those considerations do not apply today. The industry has shown that it is 
both possible and commercially practicable to eviscerate poultry in a sanitary 
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manner and prepare it in a ready-to-cook form which has good keeping quality 
and which appeals to the shopper. Furthermore, present methods of handling 
“New York-dressed” poultry compare very unfavorably with those of former 
times. Now, the umeviscerated carcasses are usually chilled in ice slush, 
cracked ice, or water. They may even be frozen and defrosted later in tanks 
of water. The epidermis is often removed as a result of high-temperature scald- 
ing, eliminating this natural barrier to bacterial growth and penetration. 

These practices result in mass contamination of the birds with intestinal con- 
tents leaking from the vents and with other wastes, including those from 
diseased birds and from carriers of organisms dangerous to man such as the 
Salmonella. This contamination occurs not just on the external surfaces but 
also permeates the feather follicles, and underlying tissues at points of incision 
of damage to the skin. It may pass by way of the trachea into the lungs, and even 
into the air sacs which are located in those parts of the carcass passed for food. 
Water up to 4 to 7 percent of the weight of the carcass is absorbed during a 
2 to 4 hour period of chilling in ice slush or water contaminated by such wastes. 

This is not a pretty picture. It certainly is not one to be recommended or 
condoned by public officials. Aside from hazards to human health, human sensi- 
bilities are insulted. Such practices are contrary in every way to present-day 
concepts of sanitation in food processing preparation. 

They are even more reprehensible when, as is often the case, the “New York- 
dressed” carcass is finally eviscerated and processed into an unrecognizable 
form * * * or served in a restaurant, or sold as a “fresh” ready-to-cook product 
to the unsuspecting consumer, who hus every reason to believe that the poultry 
earecass from which his purchase was derived was slaughtered, promptly evis- 
cerated, and handled in a clean manner at all times. 

In the future, official poultry inspection services should specifically require 
evisceration and post mortem inspection of each carcass immediately following 
slaughter and removal of the feathers. 


4. PROHIBITIONS AND PENALTIES 


Some of the bills under consideration would provide certain penal- 
ties only if “knowing” violations could be proven. This is not con- 
sistent with the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act, the Federal 
Meat Inspection Act, or State and local food laws and ordinances. 
Prohibition and penalty provisions in any poultry inspection bill 
enacted by Congress should not be restricted to “knowing” violations. 
Throughout the history of enforcement of food laws in the United 
States, good judgment on the part of enforcement officials and judi- 
cious action by the courts have been quite sufficient to protect from 
unfair penalties those regulated by such laws. 


5. DEFINITION OF INSPECTOR 


When an official legend for wholesomeness is permitted or caused 
by any official agency to be placed on poultry or poultry products, the 
legend should be entirely factual and not misleading in any respect. 
If it is otherwise, the product is actually officially mislabeled, so far 
as the consumer is concerned. 

This means that if the label states or infers that the product has 
been “inspected for wholesomeness by the United States Department 
of Agriculture,” the consumer, as well as any other unsuspecting 
person se eing the legend, will be misled unless employees of the United 
States Department of Agriculture have in fact performed the in- 
spection. If employees of a State or local agency have performed 
the inspection, the official legend of such State or local agency should 


be applied. 
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The identity of inspectors is important for other very basic reasons. 
Certain fundamentals of a sound food inspection system have long 
been recognized. These include: 

(1) All inspectors and supervisory personnel must be career em- 
ployees of the official agency concerned, subject to direct administra- 
tive action and discipline by that agency. 

(2) All inspectors and supervisors must receive salaries commensu- 
‘ate with their training, experience, and responsibilities, and must 
have tenure of office so long as they adequately perform their duties. 

(3) Inspectors and supervisors must have no financial interest in 
the product being inspected. They must be subject to no financial 
or job-security pressures from plant management or from any agency 
other than the official agency responsible for the inspection service 
and represented by any official legend placed on the product. 

The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians joins the Associa- 
tion of State Public Health Veterinarians and others in urging that 
Congress make sure that consumers and State and local officials need 
have no question as to who has actually inspected poultry and poultry 
products which carry the Federal legend for wholesomeness. This 

can be assured only by defining “Inspector” as an employee of the 
Federal Government. 


6. DESIGNATED AREAS 


Bills before this committee would give the Secretary of Agriculture 
authority to designate certain cities or areas of intrastate commerce 
wherein Federal inspection service could be imposed. Such designa- 
tion should be : ores ized only under the condition that the governing 
body of the city r area to be affected gives official consent. 


7. INSANITARY PROCESSING 


In a number of the bills under consideration, the definitions of 
“poultry product” and “unwholesome.” taken together, could be in- 
terpreted to excuse contamination of carcasses and edible viscera with 
fecal matter or other filth during evisceration, in fact, at any time 
prior to completion of all procedures up to the point where the product 
becomes “ready-to-cook” and a “poultry product” under the definition 
as contained in the bills. This may be an oversight, but it is an 
important one to avoid. 

Mr. Warrs. If I may interrupt you for a question, Are you saying 
that poultry in the condition that you describe would not be 
unwholesome ¢ 

Dr. Hisparp. How is that again / 

Mr. Warts. Are you saying that poultry in the condition you have 
described, would not be unwholesome ? 

Dr. Hrenarp. No, it would be unwholesome. 

Mr. Warts. I thought the bill contained the word “unwholesome ?”’ 

Dr. Hipparp. It has reference to this business of being ready-to- 
cook and a poultry product is defined in some of the bills as a product 
which is ready to cook and poultry may be, of course, contaminated 
and, thereby, rendered unfit for human consumption, possibly before 
it reaches the form in which it was ready to cook. 

Mr. Warts. Are you making the point that it should be kept whole- 
some all along the line? 
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Dr. Hieearp. That is right. 
Mr. Warrs. I understand you, go ahead. 


8. LABELING 


Dr. IHimpsarv. Some of these bills would allow the Secretary to 
grant exemptions from labeling requirements. The conference sug- 
gests that only those labeling requirements which are absolutely es- 
sential be included in the law, and that no exemptions be authorized. 
Labeling requirements must be concise and without exception if the 
product is to be adequately identified to the consumer and to reg- 
ulatory officials. 


9. INSPECTION AGENCY 


The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians believes that of- 
ficial poultry inspection is beyond doubt a public-health and consumer 
protective function. As such, it should be carried out in a public- 
health and consumer protective agency. At the Federal level, the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare is such an agency. Since 
that Department has expressed hesitancy to assume responsibility at 
this time for a mandatory Federal poultry inspection_program, the 
agency now under consideration is the United States Department of 
Agric ulture. 

Within that Department is the Agricultural Marketing Service, 
where the present voluntary poultry inspection service is located. The 
primary concern and endeavor of the Agric ultural Marketing Service 
is indicated by its name—that is, to assist in and promote the sale 
of agricultural products. This is a most necessary endeavor, one 
which we all support. 

Unfortunately, zealous efforts to serve and promote the interests 
of the processors and distributors of agricultural products can lead toa 
lack of adequate consideration for health and consumer interests, par- 
ticularly when the latter conflict with an immediate, even though short- 
sighted, financial interest of some member of industry. In such a 
case, there is no question but that health and consumer interests should 
be unhesitatingly and paaye tely protected. Is it reasonable to expect 
that this will consistently be done by an agency which has as its sole 
reason for existence the service which it can provide to the marketing 
industry’ The conference believes that the answer would be self-evi- 
dent, even if not already illustrated by actions such as those which 
were reported to this committee last vear by the Association of State 
Public Health Veterinarians. 

This, therefore, points to the Agricultural Research Service as 
the other major agency within the United States Department of Agri- 
culture where a mandatory poultry inspection service might be located. 
The tenor of the testimony which has been presented by representatives 
of that Department. m: ikes it extremely doubtful that the poultry in 
spection service will be placed in the Agricultural Research Service 
if the choice is left to the Secretary of Agriculture. The conference 
respectfully recommends that, even though it may be contrary to 
usual practice, Congress exercise its prerogative by designating in law 
the Agricultural Research Service as the ageney within which the 
poultry inspection service is to be located. 
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This concludes the listing of factors which are basic with regard to 
comparison of the bills before the committee. There are other items 
which will, undoubtedly, be brought out during this hearing, but these 
discussed above are considered by the conference to be of vital im- 
portance. 

After reviewing the numerous bills which have been referred to this 
committee, the conference finds that only H. R. 5403, and the com- 
panion bill, H. R. 5398 adequately provide for all of the above factors. 
I understand that since this was made up, that Mr. Polk’s bill, H. R. 
5489, adequately provides for all. 

The spotlight is on the poultry industry. A weak law, one contain- 
ing loopholes, would fool very few people. It would not result in con- 
sumer confidence in poultry and poultry products, and would actually 
do harm to the poultry industry. It would not protect health and 
consumer interests. Such a law would prove more harmful than 
beneficial. 

Therefore, a sound poultry inspection law is absolutely essential to 
the welfare of all concerned, partic ae to the long-term welfare of 
the poultry industry. A sound law, free of loopholes, would warrant 
confidence from State and local agencies and from consumers. The 
Conference of Public Health Veterinarians most urgently recommends 
the enactment of such a law during the current session of Congress. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you, Doctor, very much for your statement. 

Dr. Hisparp. Thank you, ge ntlemen; for the opportunity to appear 
before the committee. 

Mr. Warts. Any questions, Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntrre. No. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Johnson ? 

Mr. Jonnson. One point. We have had so many witnesses who 
have remarked about this so-called New York-dressed poultry. Are 
you of the opinion that the operation should be the same as the rest 
of the industry, doing the eviscerating and dressing at the same time? 

Dr. Hisrarp. Did I understand you to say New York City? 

Mr. McIntire. I mean New York-dressed poultry. 

Dr. Hrssarp. That isa poultry term. 

Mr. McIntire. Yes, and I imagine it goes further than the city of 
New York and State of New York. 

Dr. Hrsrarp. Yes, certainly. 

Mr. McIntire. And that is not intended to cast an aspersion on New 
York City? 

Dr. Hipsarp. That is right, no reference to New York C ty. 

Mr. McIntire. No relationship whatever to New York City or 
New York State. It is simply just a definition of the way in which 
some poultry is dressed for market ? 

Dr. Hisrarp. That is right. 

Mr. McIntire. It is a classification of dressing, that is all. 

Dr. Hipnarp. And no disrespect is meant to New York City. 

Mr. Warts. Any questions, Mr. Johnson ? 

Mr. Jonnson. No questions. 

Mr. Warts. As I understand you, Dr. Hibbard, you would like to 
outlaw New York-dressed poultry ? 

Dr. Hreparp. Yes, that is right. We think it should be eviscerated 
immediately after slaughter. 
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Mr. McIntire. I would like to ask some questions on that point. 

We know that apparently poultry does move to market dressed in 
that fashion so apparently there is a trade acceptance at the present 
time of that type of preparation. 

Do you think that this legislation should be made effective, that we 
should put the effective date that might be agreed upon in any legisla- 
tion drawn up, that New York- dressed poultry should be removed 
from the market on those dates or should the dates not apply—in 
other words, should the industry have further time in which to adjust 
itself to the elimination of this New York-dressed poultry ? 

Dr. Hresarp. Let me say this. I think it should be done as soon 
as possible. 

Mr. McIntire. All right, then, let us hear when the date should be. 

Dr. Hresarv. Well, again, I would have to say that I feel it would 
involve a study of the situation, how extensive it is, how much of it 
there is, and how much change would be made in the industry to 
avoid doing a severe injustice to the industry. 

Mr. McInrrree. You would not. favor this legislation written as to 
the time and date when the legislation would be in effect or when 
New York dressed poultry would be removed from the market ? 

Dr. Hiprarv. Again I would say that it would depend upon when 
the legislation would become effective. 

Mr. McIntire. Well, July 1, 1958. 

Dr. Hissarv. July 1, 1958—if it were at all possible, I would think 
it would be a good thing to call it that. 

Mr. McIntire. You think so, if at all possible ? 

Dr. Hisnarp. If at all possible. Now I would not have any idea, 
I would not be able to decide, I am not qualified to decide. 

Mr. McIntire. Well, it would not be in opposition to your ideas 
here, if this legislation did not prohibit the New York dressing on 
the effective date of the act ? 

Dr. Hresarp. Certainly, a certain amount of latitude has to be 
allowed in the administering to allow for situations that we find the 
industry is in. 

Mr. McIntire. Well, do you think it should be as rapid as the nor- 
mal marketing processes of the industry 4 

Dr. Hrerarp. It certainly is a very unsavory process and we are 
very much opposed to the process, and again I would only go so far 
as to say it should be eliminated as soon as possible, again “possible” 
having to be determined by the state of the situation. 

Mr. McInvree. And do I understand you to say that you think it 
should be removed legislatively, or that the market should adjust—— 

Dr. Hisrarp. I think, removed legislatively. 

Mr. McIntire. All right, what time / 

Dr. Hresarp. Again, we are back to—— 

Mr. McIntire. Well, you have to make up your mind on it. 

Dr. Hiezarp. I think that studies should be made. A study as to 
how large or extensive the New York dressed poultry is, and, again, 
I am in doubt of the situation myself. 

I know. there has to be time. In other words, Rome wasn’t built 
in a day, I understand that, and it is something perhaps that the ad- 
ministrative agencies are better qualified to say about themselves after 
they have had a chance to study it. 
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Mr. McInvire. You would trust the administrative agency to make 
up its mind, then ¢ 

Dr. Hipparp. We are willing to allow the administrative agency 
to make up its mind and we trust the administrative agencies. 

However, there are certain points we think should be ‘Incorporated 
when any good legislation, poultry legislation, is considered, and this 
is one point that we believe apy te should be covered. 

Mr. McIntire. You mean it should be allowed ? 

Dr. Hiszarp. Not New York dressed. 

Mr. McIntire. Should or should not be allowed ? 

Dr. Hisparp. No. Should not be allowed. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. You are connected with the Public Health Service in 
Virginia ? 

Dr. Hisparp. Certainly. 

Mr. Warts. Do you have New York dressed poultry in Virginia? 

Dr. Hissarp. We in Virginia do have both a red meat inspection 
and a poultry inspection service, and a rabbit inspection service that 
operates under the Health Department of Virginia— 

Mr. Warrs. I mean, have you eliminated New York dressed 
poultry ¢ 

Dr. Hissarp. Inthe plants, we don’t allow them. 

Mr. Warts. There is no New York dressed poultry in Virginia? 

Dr. Hisparp. There could be New York dressed poultry in Virginia. 
You see, the way the law is set up in Virginia at the present time, it 
is a permissive thing. 

Mr. Warts. You mean, as far as the State? 

Dr. Hipsarp. That is right, as far as the State is concerned. 

However, local urban areas like the city of Norfolk, Va., they 
have an ordinance that says “all poultry sold,” it has to be inspected 
by the inspection service of the United States or of Virginia. 

Mr. Warts. Are you in favor of some degree of cooperation between 
the State or local community and the Federal Government on this 
inspection / 

Dr. Hisparp. Well, I certainly agree there should be cooperation 
between all branches of the Federal and State Governments. 

However, as far as this business of allowing a State employee to 
employ a Federal stamp, or a Federal employee to a State stamp, I 
don’t agree with that. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you. 

Our next witness is Mr. John L. Harvey, Deputy Commissioner, 
Food and Drug Administration, Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

Is Mr. Harvey here? 

Mrs. Downey. Mr. Chairman, he has just called and stated he is 
on his way. 

Mr. Warts. Is Mr. George D, Riley of the AFL-CIO present ? 

Mr. Rinry. Yes. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, AFL-CIO LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE 


Mr. Ritery. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, both 
in the interest of some 15 million consumers and of those employed in 
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the poultry processing industry, the AFL-CIO presents its position 
on legislative proposals before the committee. 

This year, just as last year, we believe that the forthright approach 
to meeting the issues on health hazards is the only approach which 

an be above reproach. 

For this reason, we support H. R. 5403 with no reservations. 

Nor can we compromise with the measley-worded resistance to the 
purposes contained in H. R. 5403 on the grounds that the cost of put- 
ting poultry in interstate commerce would be costly. 

First, we have heard of no figures which appear authentic in sup- 
port of such contention. Second, assume an added cost of a tenth of 
a cent a pound, or a cent or even 5 cents, what of that ? 

The human stomach and its welfare have the greatest stake of all. 

We note that the poultry industry plans to outrun the red-meat 
industry in capturing the consumer’s food budget dollar. We expect 
the Congr ess to give no comfort to any who would reach that goal 
without facing up ) to the issues. 

One of the issues is that the industry be not allowed to choose what 
type enforcement it shall submit to. We will be satisfied with nothing 
less than ante mortem and post mortem inspection—not just the latter 
alone. 

We cannot approve any act which contains loopholes such as the use 
and the overuse of the word “knowingly” in connection with violation 
under this legislation. 

I might say parenthetically that the word “knowingly” does not 
appear in the Food and Cosmetics Act, nor does it appear in the Red 
Meat Act, which is in the jurisdiction of your committee. 

Once H. R. 5403 is adopted, the opposition to adequate health 
measures will begin to subside. It may well be that those who today 
are resisting full consumer protection later will hang their heads in 
shame for having waged the rearguard campaign against consumer 
interest. 

It appears that efforts are being made to delay the effective date of 
any act concerned with poultry inspection to as late as July of 1959. 
What good such delay could possibly serve certainly is not clear. 
There appear to be those who do not wish to be under any type of 
regulation, but to feed into the public mouths the kind of output which 
they choose to serve up. 

The reasons are good for not delaying the effectiveness of an act, far 
more compelling than any arguments against it. 

I doubt that the industry as a whole would wish to associate itself 
with any attempt to delay the time when the act would go into full 
force. It is my understanding that the Department of Agric ulture 
is attempting to have discretion reposed within its hands, pen aed 
there shall be ante mortem inspection. We find no particular reason 
why the Department should not have discretion in Retannlening what 
type or degree there shall be of ante mortem inspection, but we cannot 
possibly concur in any idea having for its purpose the delegation of 
discretion whether there shall indeed be any ante mortem precautions. 

It seems to us that the Department of Agriculture has not been 
without some form of discretion these many years. That discretion 
has not brought the security which we know to be necessary, as con- 
sumers of the third largest agricultural product. 
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If adequate inspection is not the right procedure for poultry, why 
then do we have it for red meat ? 

Public health experts believe ante mortem inspection is essential to 
protect consumer interests. I believe your committee will receive 
adequate testimony to this effect from other sources. The respiratory 
diseases which are difficult to detect after slaughter may be easily 
identified in the live bird. 

Mandatory ante mortem inspection is also a major protection for 
poultry workers against industrial hazards. Diseased birds which are 
prevented from coming on the assembly line clearly cannot infect 
these employees. The dread danger of psittacosis, which struck 133 
persons, killing three, in three epidemics last year, could have been 
minimized through the device of ante mortem inspection. 

H. R. 5403 would bring about the results in this legislative field 
which we seek and to which consumers are entitled. When a city or 
State has an inspection program of equal standards to that of the 
Federal program, such city or State would not become a designated 
area in H. R. 5403. 

I am sure that each of your committee is open-minded on the issues 
in this legislation, and th: at you will give complete consideration to the 
following points so that our members, who also are your constituents, 
will have guaranteed safeguards against diseases communicable from 
age to consumers. These points are 

1. Mandatory ante mortem inspection. 

2. Mandatory post mortem inspection of the carcass of each bird. 

3. Authorization for the Secretary of Agriculture to establish rules 
of sanitation in processing and inspection, enforced by Federal em- 
ployees representing a section of the Department of Agriculture, 
which already has such consumer protective functions, notably the 
Agricultural Research Service. 

4. The absence of loopholes which would make law enforcement 
difficult. 

5. Meaningful labor provisions. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Riley, we thank you for your excellent statement. 
I have one question. 

Mr. Rirxy. All right, sir. 

Mr. Warrs. On your item No. 5 on the last page. 

Mr. Riney. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. About “meaningful labor provisions.” I would like for 
you to elaborate on that. 

Mr. Ritey. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think that has been pretty well 
brought out by Mr. Barker and perhaps other witnesses, and I listened 
to w hat was said a while ago. 

“Meaningful labor provisions” certainly should include the protec- 
tion of the | persons employed in the industry. I think it is a cardinal 
point in the thing. 

Mr. Warts. That is what you are referring to? 

Mr. Ruey. That is what I was referring to, yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warts. And you had no particular provision in the bill, that 
is all you were referring to? 

Mr. Riney. Yes, sir. 

Now, I may add a final footnote on the effective date on the New 
York dressed poultry item, if I may offer the suggestion. 
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I see no reason why that could not be current with the effective date 
of the act. Only about 10 percent of the industry is in that category, 
producing this type of poultry for the market, New York poultry, and 
I cannot see where it would work the slightest har rdship on the industry 
to terminate that. They have got perhaps a year’s notice on this thing, 
and so I suggest w hatever time, in the form of lead time, once this bill 
is cleared by the two Houses and sent to the President. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you. 

Next is Mrs. J. A. Booras 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JAMES A. BOORAS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
CHAIRMAN, HOUSEWIVES UNITED, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mrs. Booras. I am Mrs. James A. Booras, and I am the Assistant 
Legislative Chairman of Housewives United, representing them on 
the Poultry Products Inspection Act. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee : 

Housewives United is a national, nonpartisan, nonprofit group of 
women interested chiefly in the welfare of their families. We there- 
fore feel very strongly about the compulsory inspection of fowls. 

There surely is no longer any doubt in anyone's mind concerning the 
necessity for this long-ov erdue legislation, since the poultry industry 
has become such an enormous business enterprise within the last 15 
years. 

Nor can there any longer be any doubt that voluntary inapection 
has not been very satisfactory—at least, so it seems to us. 

H. R. 5398 (Congresswoman Sullivan’s bill) is a good bill, we think. 

It calls for timely ante mortem inspection as well as post-mortem 
inspection. I quote from the bill, page 4, line 5: 

. the Secretary shall, whenever processing operations are being conducted, 
cause to be made by inspectors antemortem inspection in such manner as he de- 
termines necessary ; post-mortem inspection of the carcass of each bird processed, 
and such quarantine, segregation and reinspection as he determines neces- 
sary ..., et cetera. [Italics ours.] 

H. R. 5398 definitely puts the inspection in the Agricultural Re- 
search Service, where the red meat inspection, which ‘has worked so 
well for fifty years, has been. (We feel that poultry inspection will 
not work effectively if put in the Agricultural Marketing Division, 
since the approach there is from the seller’s viewpoint, not the buyer’s. ) 
I quote again from the bill, page 19, line 3, (k) : 
the term “inspection service” means the official Government service within the 
Agricultural Research Service, Department of Agriculture, having the respon- 
sibility for the inspection for the wholesomeness of poultry and poultry products, 
and for carrying out the provisions of this act. [Italics ours.] 


~« 


5. And H. R. 5398 calls for inspection by an authorized employee 
of the United States Government. Page 18, line 20, (1): “The term 
‘inspector’ means any employee of the Federal Government authorized 
by the Secretary of Agriculture to inspect poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts under the authority of this act.” [Italics ours.] We take this 
phrasing to mean a full-time, trained, Government inspector—nof¢ an 
employee i in the plant who has taken on the extra duties of inspection, 
and who could, as someone has remarked, be the plant owner’s brother- 
in-law. 
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We might say parenthetically here that ever since Housewives 
United was organized in late 1951 we have steadily heard and read 
reports about adulter: ated, filthy, and diseased fowl] being sold in inter- 
state commerce—concrete indictments of plants. This, coupled with 
a few experiences of our own Washington members, has made us feel 
that routine—not “spot-check” —inspection of poultry was not only 
desirable but obligatory. 

One of our new members found a large rotten spot on a turkey 
she had bought dressed at a market. Most of us have complained 
about tasteless fowls at one time or another. And as recent as Tuesday 
and Wednesd: ay of last week one member was violently ill from having 

eaten chicken in an expensive restaurant. There was not the slightest 
doubt in her mind that it was the chicken. 

We feel that the three quotations from the bill that we mentioned 
above are very important. And we trust that they will not be altered 
in the final legislation. 

We feel, furthermore, that this service should logically be paid 
for by the United States taxpayers, as we have been paying for the 
red meat inspection. We'll pay anyhow—so instead of paying for 
an illness, we'd rather pay for an inspection. 

Two other things that we especially approve of in this bill—as we 
do in others on the subject—are that it exempts the small farmer 
who sells directly to housewives, and that it requires imports to come 
up tostandard., 

We are grateful to all the Congressmen who have introduced bills 
on this subject, but we feel that Mrs. Sullivan’s bill, H. R. 5398, is 
the best. 

I wish to thank this committee, on behalf of Housewives United, 
for having been given the opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you for your statement, Mrs. Booras. 

Mrs. Booras. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to add a statement, 
if I may. 

There was a statement made this morning, I believe by one of the 
men here, who said his plant had invested heavily in stainless steel 
equipment for the plant. I think that is very commendable, but on 
the other hand I do think that in connection with that, they could 
complete the job by having mandatory poultry inspection, and that 
inspection would insure wholesome poultry for the consumer, and I 
think that this inspection service should take effect not later than 
July 1, 1958. 

Also, a statement was made regarding turkey, that it was more or 
less seasonable, and had to be kept in storage for sometimes 12 or 
18 months, which seemed a very long time before it reached the 
consumer—but I would say, isn’t that all the more reason why we 
need to have some kind of inspection? Therefore, a meaningful and 
compulsory poultry inspection bill would protect the poultry con- 
sumer, the poultry worker, the poultry processor and the poultry 
farmer, as well. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you very much for your statement. 

Any questions / 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Warts. Our next witness is Mrs. Genevieve Oslund, on behalf 
of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 
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STATEMENT OF MRS. GENEVIEVE OSLUND, ON BEHALF OF 
MRS. R. I. C. PROUT, PRESIDENT, GENERAL FEDERATION OF 
WOMEN’S CLUBS 


Mrs. Ostunp. I am Mrs. Genevieve Oslund, legislative director of 
the Federation of Women’s Clubs and I am presenting the statement 
of Mrs, R. I. C. Prout, our president. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs is an organization with 
an active membership of 875,000 women and an affiliated membership 
of 41% million, most of whom are homemakers and who therefore have 
a deep concern for the health of their families. 

Since the early years of this century the General Federation has 
been vitally interested in legislation to provide for a pure and safe 
food supply for our nation. Our clubwomen actively supported the 
movement which resulted in the Pure Food and Drug Act of 1906 
and the subsequent eatdbliakrient of the Pure Food and Drug Admin- 
istration. 

We helped in the passage of the Meat Inspection Act and we have 
consistently worked for amendatory legislation to raise the standards 
in the production and processing of food. Today we welcome the 
opportunity to speak before this committee in favor of a mandatory 
antemortem and post mortem inspection of poultry. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not in my statement, but we feel that it is 
important for this committee to know that because of the tremendous 
interest of the clubwomen in the bills being considered in these hear- 
ings and also at the 2d session of the 84th Congress, and a request for 
clarification, Mrs. Prout, our president, inv ited two representatives in 
the poultry industry and from the public health group to come into 
our headquarters for an open discussion with our executive committee 
on the similarities and differences of the points of view. This meeting 
was held February 21, 1957, and members from the American Public 
Health Association, the Association of Food and Drug Officials of the 
United States, the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen 
of North America, the State Public Health Veterinarians, the Na- 
tional Farm Bureau, the Institute of America Poultry Industries, the 
Rockingham Marketing Association Cooperative, Ine., and the Na- 
tional Turkey Association were present. There were, I believe, 10 
representing health and industry. 

As the result of these discussions in which all took a lively part, the 
executive committee of the Federation of Women’s Clubs approved 
the following resolution : 

Whereas /eeage is a major item in the diet of the American public; and 

Whereas the General Federation of Women’s Clubs is vitally concerned with 
the health of the family and, realizing that mandatory ante mortem and post 
mortem inspection is not required of poultry which is processed for human con- 
sumption ; therefore be it 

Resolved, That the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, in convention as- 
sembled in June 1957, urges Congress pass a bill which will require that poultry 
intended for human consumption be inspected under the same conditions as now 
obtain in the case of meat and meat products, by the Meat Inspection Division 
of the United States Department of Agriculture. 

While it is a known fact that many poultry processors do handle 
their products in a sanitary way and are interested in the health of 
the consumer, for they are also consumers, it has been forcibly brought 
to our attention that there are other and many dangerous exceptions. 
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We also know that reputable processors and others who handle poultry 
want a proper inspection. That was very obvious in the meeting; 
everyone thought it was important, in order to protect the consumer, 
and that many processors have been paying voluntarily for inspection. 

However, due to the phenomenal growth of the industry in the last 
10 years, voluntary inspection is no longer sufficient. A mandatory 
law, with inspection by Federal Gov ernment employees under super- 
vision of registered Government veterinarians, is essential. 

Furthermor e, we have learned from public health authorities that 
there are some respiratory diseases in poultry dangerous to the con- 
sumer, which can be easily detected by observation of the live bird and 
which are difficult to find after it has been slaughtered. 

Ante mortem inspection would also provide a major protection 
against serious health hazards in the processing of birds for the poultry 
worker. We therefore strongly urge that some form of mandatory 
ante mortem as well as post mortem inspection be provided. 

Women are aware of and have confidence in the stamp of the United 
States Department of Agriculture on red meat. Our clubwomen be- 
lieve it is essential that poultry products be handled the same as red 
meat is handled in the Meat Inspection Branch of the United States 
Department of Agriculture, which is a division concerned primarily 
with making certain that meats are wholesome and clean. 

Since poultr vy meat is also meat, subject to many similar health haz- 
ards, it would seem both logical and economical to have the same over 
all division of the Department of Agriculture responsible for poultry 
as well as meat. 

If it is feared by those who are concerned with the marketing of 
poultry that under such circumstances poultry would be subordinated 
to red meat, then we would suggest that a I oultry Inspection Branch, 
separate from and equal to the Meat Inspection Branch, be established 
in the Agricultural Research Service. 

We can see no valid reason why poultry inspection should come un- 
der the Marketing Service of the U nited States Department of Agri- 
culture, an agency whose main function is to promote the sale of farm 
products—a ‘duty which conflicts with consumer protection. 

Our 875,000 women throughout our Nation, our cities, our small 
towns and villages, are greatly concerned about the wholesomeness 
of the poultry which is offered for their consumption. We strongly 
urge that this committee issue a report in favor of a mandatory, ante 
mortem, and post mortem law, to be administered under the Meat In- 
spection Branch of the United States Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Warts. We thank you for that excellent statement. Are there 
any questions by members of the committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Warrs. Thank you. 

Mrs. Ostunp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr, McIntire. I certainly would like to make one observation for 
the record: That we are delighted to have these two ladies. It is 
quite an innovation from what we usually have. 

Mr. Warrs. Yes, indeed. Our next witness is John L. Harvey, 
Deputy Commissioner, Food and Drug Administration, Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN L. HARVEY, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, I apologize for not being here when 
you called my name the first time, I am sorry. 

Mr. Warts. Well, we always give everyone a second chance when- 
ever possible. 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is John L. Harvey, Deputy Commissioner of Food and Dr ugs, 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The bills under consideration here today deal with a compulsory 
program for Federal inspection of poultry and poultry products to 
be administered by the Department of Agriculture. Need for such a 
program was initially discussed in the previous session of Congress. 

At that time this Department expressed full concurrence with its 
objectives and stated needs. Our views have not changed. There are 
persone inherent in the processing of poultry which, unless care- 
ully controlled, can lead to the unnecessary exposure of slaughter- 
house employees to disease and to placing before the unsuspecting con- 
sumer an article which may be unwholesome or adulterated in such a 
manner as to escape detection and possibly cause harm. 

The complexities which arise with the tremendous increase in inter- 
state traffic of poultry and poultry products are such that effective 
control and protection to the consumer can no longer be assured by 
the Government through the spot-check type of coverage given most 
food-processing establishments by the Food and Drug Administration 
in its enforcement of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

There is no doubt in our mind that in order to achieve effective pro- 
tection in this field there must be a program of continual inspectioi 
of manufacturers who process poultry and poultry products for inter- 
state shipment. 

The bills appear to be designed with this in mind and are therefore 
worthy of most serious consideration, We would accordingly like to 
offer some comment. 

Of these 12 bills, 9 (H. R. 377, H. R. 514, H. R. 767, H. R. 899. 
H. R. 1964, H. R. 4357, H. R. 5398, H. R. 5403, H. R. 5463, and H. R. 
5489) pr ovide conditions whereby the Secretary of Agriculture may 
designate certain cities or areas wherein poultry and poultry products 
produced, distributed, and consumed locally w ill be subject to Federal 
jurisdiction. Controls could be placed after public hearing in those 
instances where the volume of such intrastate transactions is such as 
to obstruct, affect, or burden interstate commerce. 

Such a step has serious implications since it would have the effect 
of permitting the Federal Government to oust State and local authori- 
ties from their traditional jurisdiction. It might adversely affect Fed- 
eral-State relationships in an area of food ‘law enforcement which 
currently are harmonious and work in the interest of the consumer. 
Therefore, very serious consideration should be given to this provision. 

If it is deemed advisable to interpose Feder ‘al jurisdiction then it 
should, in our opinion, not be based upon the volume alone of poultry 
or poultry products handled in that area as the bills would provide, 
but rather on all relevant factors such as effectiveness of local pro- 
grams, possibility of confusion in the mind of the consumer when two 
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inspection services operate side by side, and most important of all 
whether the burden on interstate commerce presented is such as to 
preclude the effective enforcement of the Federal program or tend to 
defeat its purposes with respect to interstate commerce or create a 
truly unfair competitive advantage to intrastate processors. 

Two of the bills (H. R. 767 and H. R. 5463) provide that the Sec- 
retary shall hold these public hearings preparatory to designating 
a local area for inspection coverage only upon request of industry or 
State or local officials. 

We agree with the requisite for public hearing before such “take 
over.” However, if the Secretar y is to have the authority to declare 
Federal jurisdiction over intrastate transactions for the protection 
of interstate commerce then he should be permitted to hold such 
hearings entirely on his own initiative. 

Several of the bills (H. R. 5398, H. R. 5403, H. R. 5489) provide 
that the Secretary may designate local areas for Federal jurisdiction 
only if local authorities agree thereto. This would in effect grant 
local officials veto power which might well defeat the purposes of 
this action. 

In order to fully protect the consumer it is our view that the legis- 
lation should provide for mandatory ante mortem inspection, grant- 
ing the Secretary the latitude necessary to prescribe the details of 
such examination. A bird- by-bird ante mortem inspection would 
rarely be necessary. 

However, some type of examination whereby obviously sick birds 
would be removed from the production line prior to slaughtering is 
essential. The legislation should provide for a compulsory carcass 
by carcass post mortem inspec tion of each bird and its vital organs. 

Six of the bills (H. R. 12, H. R. 514, H. R. 767, H. R. 1964, H. R. 
3052, and H. R. 5463) do not ‘make ante mortem inspection compulsory 
but rather leave it as a discretionary matter. Six bills (H. R. 377, 
H. R. 514, H. R. 767, H. R. 1964, H. R. 3052, and H. R. 5463) do not 
make it mandatory that the post mortem examination be on an in- 
dividual bird basis. 

Since in general, these bills contemplate that poultry or poultry 
products in interstate commerce will be subject to the provisions of the 

Yederal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, we suggest that the labeling 
provisions of this legislation be made identical to those of that act. 

While they are presently similar in most respects, one glaring omis- 
sion from all of the bills under consideration is the requirement that 
the label make a declaration of any artificial flavors, colors, or chemi- 
cal preservatives which might be added to poultry or poultry products. 

Four of the bills (H. R. “B77, H. R. 514, H. R. 767, H. R. 5463) pro- 
pose to relieve a violator of liability for wrongdoing except where it 
can be shown that he did so knowingly. 

Two (H. R. 1964, H. R. 3052) go one step farther in requiring will- 
fulness. Neither the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act nor the 
Meat Inspection Act include such requirements. It is axiomatic that 
& person engaged in producing food for consumption by others as- 
sumes a responsibility for law compliance which goes s beyond the re- 
quirement that prior knowledge or intent must be established before 
he may be punished for any wr ongdoing. 
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Errors in judgment, no matter how well intentioned, can adversely 
affect the health and welfare of hundreds of consumers. Prior know!l- 
edge or intent, as a requisite to prosecution of violations, would tend 
to defeat the purposes of this type legislation. Courts may take lack 
of knowledge or intent into consideration in minimizing the size or 
degree of penalty. 

H. R. 12 would make imported poultry subject to the same rules and 
regul: ations as imposed on imported red-meat products. The import 
provisions of the other bills leave some question as to whether atten- 
tion given to import poultry and poultry products is comparable to 
that given domestic goods. I should say that is except H. R. 1964 
which we think covers the problem of imports very well. We believe 
the import section requires further study. 

The bills are not in agreement as to the definition of an “inspector.” 
Some (IL. R. 899, H. R. 4357, H. R. 5398, H. R, 5403, H. R. 5489) indi- 

cate that the inspector must be a Fede ‘al employee; others (H. R. 377, 
H. R. 514, H. R. 767, H. R. 1964, H. R. 3052, H. R. 5463) indicate that 
he may be anyone authorized by the Secretary to conduct inspections 
under the act. 

We believe that the definition should be specific to the extent that 
the inspector will not be subject to economic or other pressures from 
the plant which he is servicing. We believe that the plant should in 
no way have control over the actions, salary, location of the man 
assigned to give it inspection. In order to be effective the inspector 
should be a career employee of the Department of Agriculture or some 
qualified employee of a State or local law enforcement body desig- 
nated by the Secretary with the full concurrence of the State or local 
officials to perform inspectional duties within the scope of this act. 

That statement was made in the belief that the principles that have 
ome applied in the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act for more than 50 

‘ars in designating cooperating State officials was a thoroughly ef- 
lotta one, and it is. Since making that statement in preparing this 
statement, I have talked to a number of State officials who expressed 
themselves as strongly opposed to the provision authorizing the com- 
nissioning or designation of State officials to perform inspection work 
of this kind. 

In view of the fact that the compliment that I sought to pay to my 
respected friends in the State organization is not getting quite the 
response that I anticipated, I might say candidly that the Food and 
Drug Administration is not yrepared to insist that the Secretary of 
Agriculture should have authority to designate the State officials if 
for any reason the State officials feel that it is improper in this type 
of inspection. 

The bills are designed to give attention to poultry and poultry 
products at the production level, but do not extend beyond. We pre- 
sume it is the intent of their sponsors that at the point of introduction 
or delivery for introduction into interstate commerce the articles shall 
become subject to the full requirements of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act. If not, then of course the entire program would 
be to no avail. 

To assure the consumer of the intended protection any legislation 
should make it clear that none of its provisions are intended to limit 
or supersede in any way the application of the Federal Food, Drug, 
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and Cosmetic Act to poultry or poultry products in interstate 
commerce. 

These are the main points we would like to comment on in the 
bills. There are a substantial number of changes that we would recom- 
mend in the individual bills. However, because of the time necessary 
for such comment we will defer from doing so at this time. We will 
submit detailed comments in writing for your later consideration. 

Mr. Warrs. Mr. Harvey, I want to thank you for this fine statement. 

In connection with the last observation you made with reference 
to impeding or interfering with the administration of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, would you prepare for the committee, 
after looking at some of the bills, language that you would be satis- 
fied would not interfere ? 

Mr. Harvey. I'll be very happy to undertake that, Mr. Chairman. 

I might say that the statement that is employed is a general pro- 
vision in connection with the meeting point between the Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act and the Meat Inspection Act which is deseribed 
as having served very well for 50 years, and it is similar to that which 
appears in a number of the bills that says that the Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act is not applicable to the extent of the application of this 
act, meaning the Poultry Act, and its extensions. 

My difficulty with that, Mr. Chairman, is that it leaves it necessary, 
whenever an action on a product that is normally subject to such an 
act is brought under the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, to prove the 
application and the extent of the application of the other law, and as 
a matter of procedure and convenience in any litigation that may arise. 
It is so simple to dispense with that necessity by stating the applica- 
tion of the two laws clearly in the act rather than making one depend 
upon the application of the other in the expression of the statute that 
I simply propose a change of convenience and I will be very happy 
to give vou a draft. 

Mr. Warrs. With reference to use of State or local enforcement 
officers, if those State officials that you referred to did not desire them 
to be used I don’t suppose there would be anything in this law that 
would give the Department of Agriculture the right to kidnap State 
and local officials. It would be up to the State and local officials 
whether they would cooperate or not. 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, I thoroughly agree with that, and I 
thought that that was implicit in my statement. This was said to me 
in rebuttal of that view, that that might be all right between the State 
officials and the Department of Agriculture in the State of production 
and where the inspection is carried on, but the man in the other State, 
the State official in the receiving State where the article is to be dis- 
tributed might not want his people to get their protection through 
the joint operation of the State and Federal authorities in the other 
State. 

Tam merely repeatingthe answer that I got. As I said, lapparently 
stuck out my neck a little bit here, and people don’t agree with me 
and I want to be fair about the whole thing. 

Mr. Warts. The day before yesterday when the officials of the De- 
partment of Agriculture testified, they made some modification of the 
labeling. Have you had an opportunity to examine the language they 
suggest with reference to the labeling ? 
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Mr. Harvey. I’m sorry, Mr. Chairman, I have not. 

Mr. Warts. Your point is that the same type of labeling should 
prevail with reference to poultry as it does in the Pure Food and Drug 
Act? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir; I think it should coincide in every respect. 

Mr. Warrs. Would you examine for the benefit of the committee the 
new language that the Department has suggested with reference to 
labeling, and give us your thinking as to whether or not the new 
language conforms ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. I would be very happy to. 

Mr. Warrts. I believe they said something in their statement that 
they were attempting to make it coincide. I may be wrong about that. 

Mr. Harvey. I think that is very possible it has been discussed. 

Mr. Warts. There is one other question I would like to ask you. 
I am not exactly clear as to your thinking on the situation where the 
Department would be allowed to come into the metropolitan area 

Would you mind elaborating on that just a little bit / 

Mr. Harvey. You mean on intrastate poultry / 

Mr. Warts. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harvey. I have had a considerable amount of personal concern 
about that, partly because of the takeover, ousting of the traditional 
jurisdiction of the State and local authorities there, and I have also 
had some concern over the lack of uniformity that to my mind could 
result if some of the proposals were adopted. 

For example, we have in some proposals that it could be done on the 
application of the industry in the area. In others we have proposals 
that it be done on the applic ation of the local authorities. 

In one instance, I believe, it is so phrased that the governing body of 
a State’s subdivision would have a veto power if the Secretar y, after 
hearing, should decide that the circumstances warranted it. My great 
concern is, Mr. Chairman, that it hasn’t been thought out enough or 
solidified enough to fully study and realize just what all of the 
implications are. 

Mr. Warts. Are you in the same position I am in, kind of perplexed 
as to how they are going to do it or are you absolutely opposed to 
doing it ? 

Mr. Harvey. No, I am not absolutely opposed to it. I am not 
trying to argue a constitutional question or anything of that kind, but 
I am thoroughly confused as to how they are going to do it and how 
they are going to make it uniform. 

I believe strongly that it is desirable to have it uniform, and I am 
of the view that great uniformity might be obtained on a combination 
of State and Federal inspection, each in its own traditional jurisdic- 
tion, using the same rules and if the Secretary has a power or a limited 
power to bring some intrastate areas into the general Federal inspec- 
tion but might, for various reasons, be barred from or indisposed 
to place the same on other areas. 

Mr. Warts. Would you assume where they had good, adequate in- 
spection, that the local authorities would not give the right to the 
Federal Government to come in, that they would probably say, “No,” 
and where they didn’t have it they would probably say, “Yes” ? 

Mr. Harvey. It is difficult to answer. I think if the local people 
were satisfied as they are, certainly the tendency would be to want to go 
on that way. 
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It seems to me that there is area for uncertainty and for differences 
in different areas. As I said, I believe in my prepared statement, if 
we are going to have it, then I think that the Secretary of Agriculture 
should initiate the proceedings upon his own initiative, and a veto 
power should not lie with the feeling of a subdivision of the State 
government or the Federal Government, but should be resolved upon 
the need, as I further said, taking into account the relevant factors of 
the actual interference with the enforcement of the provisions with re- 
spect to interstate traffic rather than just based upon volume alone. 

Mr. Warts. You do not envision that it could not be worked out? 

Mr. Harvey. No; I think that men of good will can work out almost 
anything, but I don’t believe it has been worked out now. I think 
that is what Lam saying, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warrs. It would certainly have to be worked out in the regu- 
lations rather than in the law, wouldn’t it ? 

Mr. Harvey. Youcan work out detail in legislation, but the Congress 
has to give us the guide lines. 

Mr. Warts. Any questions, Mr. McIntire ? 

Mr. McIntire. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

I was interested in going a little bit farther, Mr. Harvey. Of course, 
there have been some statements made here as to whether this legislation 
is producers’ legislation or whether it is consumers legislation. I 
surely don’t draw that line in my efforts on this legislation. This is 
legislation of public interest and we have both producers and con- 
sumers involved here. 

Now, on this portion relative to designation, I think there has been 
some interest in this that has stemmed out of the impact of Govern- 
ment inspection in the field of marketing. It carries the cannotation 
of more careful preparation and supervision and all of those associated 
things. At least some aspects of this provision have arisen through 
the effort to bring into more appropriate balance, particularly in intra- 
state commerce, the relationship of producers who may be eligible for 
inspection service because they are also engaged in interstate com- 
merce with those who are either smaller or whose mar keting area has 
been confined to intrastate commerce. 

The term “volume” gets in here somewhat as a guideline in relation 
to the intensity of a market or the size of a market and its relationship 
to either the intrastate or interstate shippers. I have been rather in- 
terested to listen to statements which seem to represent this as an area 
of conflict. as between the health authorities within the city and the 
Department of Agriculture and its responsibility here. There are 
many markets, are ‘there not, where the health authorities and Federal 
authorities are working side by side in maintaining certain aspects of 
wholesomeness on the part of the Department of Agriculture, the 
Food and Drug Act, and the local health authorities ? 

Mr. McIntire. Do you think this provision compounds this situ- 
ation? Is there anything peculiar? Is there any basis for appre- 
hension that this is an intrusion on the authorities, local authorities? 

Certainly, I hadn’t gathered that. I sat in on this legislation a year 
ago, [ sat on the committee, I should say. Perhaps we considered it 
a little bit last year. Some of us were accused of not doing that. But 
what I am coming to is I have listened to quite a lot of testimony 
a year ago and I have been very much interested in this. 
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Of course I am a farmer. I don’t have reason to know much about 
the health laws in the cities, but it never occurred to me that this was 
encroaching upon the jurisdiction of the health people in the cities 
or the States. Probably that is out of my ignorance, but I am deeply 
interested in the fact that it seems to some to cross over into that 
field. 

Mr. Harvey. Maybe my trouble is I am a lawyer. 

Mr. McInrieg. It doesn’t give you as much trouble as it does my 
being a farmer. 

Mr. Harvey. I used the words “oust jurisdiction” because I cannot 
conceive of the Federal inspection being carried on in an area and at 
the same time the same work being repeated by a local authority. 

Mr. McIntire. Let me carry my point a little further. 

It seems to me that this is an inspection which is provided at the 
processing plant ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes. 

Mr. McIntire. Or relatively close, ante mortem and post mortem 
involved. It is simply the designation of the marketing area, and the 
Secretary’s jurisdiction, you wouldn't go any farther with it than to 
have appropriate inspectors the same as they have in practically every 
city, to determine whether or not poultry was being shipped in there 
without Federal inspection. 

Does that in turn imply imposing upon that city the Secretary’s 
health rules and regulations? 

Mr. Harvey. I don’t believe that you and I have the same concept. 

Mr. McIntire. No, that is what is bothering me. 

Mr. Harvey. My understanding, sir, could be wrong, but my im- 
pression from these provisions of many of these bills was that the same 
type of establishment inspection ante mortem and post mortem would 
be undertaken on intrastate poultry in a designated area. 

Mr. McIntire. That is 

Mr. Harvey. That is taken on interstate poultry under a manda- 
tory law such as this. Obviously, if within such an intrastate area 
the State or the county or the city is already carrying on such an in- 
spection, then there are two inspections, 1 Federal and 1 State of the 
same kind and character if that area is designated. 

That is the point I was making with respect to the possibility of 
there being an ousting of the traditional and local inspection. I see 
no objection to inspectors of a Federal department investigating the 
character of the poultry in a particular area, in connection with this 
bill, but I think that is somewhat different from the type of establish- 
ment of inspection applying both to locally produced and sold poultry 
and in the same way it does to interstate commerce. 

As I say again, my concern is more with the fact that it doesn’t 
seem to me to have been visualized and plotted out so that, I at least 

can Clearly see all of the implications and effects rather than just 
viewing it with horror. I don’t intend to do thi at, but I am not quite 
able to see, under the various bills that I have read, just how this is 
going to work and how it is contemplated faettng it through. That 
ismy difficulty, sir. 

Mr. McInrime. Assuming that a State has already in operation a 
program of plant inspection for wholesomeness, the problem comes in 
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whether that plant is brought in under the jurisdiction of Federal law 
as to who is going to do the inspection ? 

Mr. Harvey. That’s right. 

Mr. McIntire. And what the standards are going to be / 

Mr. Harvey. That’s right. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Dixon, do you have any questions ? 

Thank you very much, sir, and I hope you will prepare those things 
that we have asked for. 

Mr. Harvey. May I say again, to get straightened out on what I 
promised, to consider the committee bill with the changes that have 
been proposed therein, and was I to supply something else ? 

Mr. Warts. That is all, I think. The changes were in two respects. 
One to see whether or not there was an encroachment on the juris- 
diction of the Health, Education and Welfare, and the other one was 
with reference to labeling, I believe. 

Mr. Harvey. To consider the labeling proposals that are discussed 
in this comparative print of H. R. 377 and others. 

I hope the chairman will pardon me, but the last committee I 
promised them to do several things and I had to be reminded. I 
don’t know quite what I promised. 

Mr. Warts. We won't forget that you promised. 

Mr. Harvey. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Martin L. Livney. 

Come around, Mr. Livney. 

Give your name and address. 


STATEMENT OF MARTIN L. LIVNEY, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
POULTRY FARMERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Livney. Mr. Chairman, my name is Martin L. Livney. I am 
the president of the American Poultry Farmers Association and I 
live in Vineland, N. J. I’m sorry I don’t have enough statements to 
go around, but it is the little farmers who sent me up here. They 
didn’t have too much money and too much time to prepare. I hope 
you will excuse that, sir. 

Mr. Warts. That is all right. We will listen to you. 

Mr. Livney. I would like to introduce first in the transcript a tape 
that is a radio broadcast which went over the air in my absence 
yesterday over WWBZ, Vineland, N. J., at 12:15 to 12:30, because 
it has a relationship to the bill pending. 

May I, sir? 

Mr. Warts. Yes, go right ahead and read it. 

Mr. Livney. I will give it whole. 

Good day farm friend. Today I am at the dressing plant of Jack Warren, 
you know him, I am here for one reason, people have thought that I went to 
Washington for one reason, for the heck of it, just to have a good time, Jack, 
what do you think about it?” 

J. W. I personally think that Mr. Livney, of Martin, is doing a fine job, the 
way it looks to me. His fighting for the farmer should be backed by every 
farmer in this area. I know that speaking for myself about the compulsory 
inspection. My inspection here at the plant is now voluntary. I looked over 
my bills and as of the first 2 months of the new year it has cost me $1,400 for 
inspection. If we have compulsory inspection of the bill of your choice that 


saving that we would have in the dressing plants could be relayed to the 
farmers. 
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M. L. Well, Jack, that is really what I came here for, because that is what 
I understood you saying to me prior to the first time going down to Washington. 
I had very little idea about the inspection plan, except that I have seen the 
bills, and I’ve seen what good they may be able to do and I felt that by going 
down there and by bringing your viewpoint who is a dresser and at the same 
time has enough consideration for the farmers I may be able to help in my 
small way down in the Senate. Do you think I was successful? 

J. W. I think you have done a very good job by putting some food for 
thought of the common hard working farmer’s viewpoints into the political 
standpoint. 

M. L. I notice that you are not a very fluent political speaker. 

J. W. No, no. 

M. L. I guess you are just a dressing plant, Jack, isn’t it? 

J. W. Absolutely. 

M. L. Just like I am just the poultry farmer Martin. Well, Jack, I appreciate 
very much having spoken to you, because you know, today I am going down to 
Washington again to testify on the same bills for the House. 

I feel again that it is very important to bring the farmers viewpoint to the 
gentlemen who are making the laws because sometimes they are apt to forget 
us when they talk with as big people as are appearing there as the Secretary 
of Agriculture, either in person or somebody his next man in charge, and the 
head of the Poultry Division, as well as a lot of doctors, who appear and who 
seem to be the only ones who give advice what should be done in a dressing 
plant ; do you know that? 

J. W. Yes, I do, you got to be pressing your point, Martin, otherwise, the 
bill will be pigeon-holed and forgotten as has been done before. 

M. L. Well, one thing came out afterward, in a discussion during a dinner 
party. I spoke with a few of the doctors who appeared there, they took me 
out for dinner. I should make that clear, I didn’t pay for it, so they took me 
out for dinner and they complained of conditions in poultry dressing plants, and 
I asked them if they ever seen any plants where other food was manufactured, 
and you known what they said? 

J. W. No, I don’t. 

M. L. They just said, that we are just concerned only about poultry. They 
never seen another plant. I said, “Well, I would advise you,” to be able to 
get a comparison how other foods is processed to once visit them, and then 
you'd have a much better way of judging how nice and clean our dressing plants 
are. Would you agree on that? 

J. W. I would go along with that 100 percent. 

M. L. I just don’t like the idea of the public getting the feeling that they are 
not getting the very best that we, as producers, can produce. And you fellows, 
Jack, you dressers cannot only eviscerate and clean the chickens the way I see 
them hanging out there. Believe you me, many a times I wished I had such 
a setup at home when I dressed my chickens for my own pot. 

J. W. I can say this, that our chickens in the all voluntary inspected plants 
today must meet such sanitary conditions and the doctors must see that each 
chicken is physically fit to be eaten and clean. 

M. L. Well, Jack, there is only one thing I want to ask you again, you feel 
that voluntary does not be necessity hurt the farmer more than the compulsory 
plan ; is that correct? 

J. W. Absolutely, Martin. 

M. L. I thank you very much for having been my guest today, and I hope 
that I'll see you again when I come back from Washington. 

J. W. Thank you, and good luck, Martin. 


This was the radio broadcast as it went out. I think it explains a 
little bit—Jack Warren is a member of our organization. He gave 
me a $25 check to come down here, and he says that he is producing 
2 million pounds a year. That is the way dressing plants apparently 
go by, and his principal shipper is Campbell’s Soup. 

I don’t know whether you read the transcript in the Senate. I 
spoke about the monopoly at Vineland. That is Campbell’s Soup. 
Jack Warren is vice president for the farmers. He hates like the 
dickens to have the farmer actually pay for the inspection cost, and 
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in volunteer plants that is what hapens. He told it in his own words. 

If you don’t mind, sir, I would like to go into the poultry-inspection 
bills. I don’t want to bother mentioning all the names. I’ve got all 
of the poultry-inspection bills up to the highest number, 5,738 of 
Mr. Dixon. 

Ante mortem inspection of bill 767 should specify that the inspec- 
tion of live birds should not be done on the farm, only at the dressing 
plant, where birds are delivered for the purpose of being killed, or 
on a farm only if crated for transportation to dressing plants or being 
held there in cages or otherwise, prior to being killed. 

It should be stated clearly that those are the only live birds being 
talked about and that no inspector has business on my poultry farm. 
For example, condemning my chickens because they have a cold or 
what not. As long as they are not ready to leave my farm for a 
dressing plant—this concerns section 6, paragraph ¢ under Quarantine 
and Seor egation. 

Section “9, all references in that paragraph, under “knowingly” 
should be changed to “falsely representing”—and by that I mean 
“knowingly or not” it is applicable under the law—with no ex cemptions. 

Under section 13 under Penalties, “knowingly” as stated in 767 
should be as is used in bills 5489 and 4357 “who violates” because that 
is a loophole under which those few infractions could occur—and it 
is the few we want to get rid of—the vast majority of poultry farmers, 
dealers, dressers, et cetera, are not the chiselers we are concerned 
with, it is the little thief we want to catch, so the bills must be tight 
against him. 

“However, in all bills the actual fine is to be put in relation to the 
size of plant—a $5,000 to $10,000 fine for a small plant means the 
destruction of all small businesses, because they could not take such 
a fine. However, the very large plant could without too great pain 
first of all pay the fine without going broke; and secondly, they could 
put the blame on one of their employees, and he may not be as 
indispensable as one man would be to a small group of farmers who 
could not. take an imprisonment without losing their business for 
good. This is not equitable. A fine should be a fine, equally hard 
on whoever it is—and since it has to do with not a personal matter, 
but with an economic entity—the fine should be in relation to such 
entity; or simply for a processor of say such and such capacity up to 
$50; up to such and such capacity $100; up to $10,000 maximum— 
and again I must reiterate—this business of “knowingly” falls by 
the wayside, because in this country we are not dealing with the 
Napoleonic laws, we deal with the Anglo-Saxon conception “of the law, 
where a man, or corporation is not presumed guilty. It must be proved 
by the State without a shadow of a doubt that this man or corpora- 
tion is guilty. 

The burden of proof is always up to the State, and not vice versa 
where a man must prove his innocence, this is too basic a subject to 
have to go into that and reverse it especially for poultry y. That is why 
IT say the law must be specific—not “knowingly,” but the proof of guilt 
is up to the prosecutor to show. 

And now to the major loophole which I, as a representative of 
small farmers, feel I should bring to the attention of the lawmakers. 
The exemption as they are on all bills must be amended to read, what 
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I presume they mean when they speak about an individual farmer, 
who sells within the State to his own customers. As a matter of fact, 
I would like to say out of State, too. 

I presume that the lawmakers mean a family-type operation, and 
I would like to state it so clearly in the bill in figures, that it cannot; 
later be disputed. I feel, as a producer of poultry and eggs, that 
for a family-size farm, the maximum any one family can handle with 
top efficiency is up to 15,000 broilers a batch, and still have time to 
sell them, or part of them, retail. 

When it comes to an egg farm, I am more sure, yet I know approxi- 
mately five to seven thousand layers is the most efficient man is capable 
of handling himself. 

Now, out of previous testimony I see, where some gentlemen very 
much concerned with the possibility of creating a dilemma for farmers 
supplying broilers to plants, they state in their statements that they 
are talking for 5,000 of their members in 10 different States. Those 
members produce 47 percent of all broilers. Somehow, if they, by the 
same token, call themselves the family-type farm I wonder if any 
inspection bill, voluntary or otherwise, will do. 

If these 5,000 would seek to get exempted as operating their small 
family-size farm, it would leave only 25,000 poultry farmers in the 
whole country, who, by that token, could get exempted, too. Those 
500 poultrymen per State doesn’t really seem to make up the vast 
majority of poultry farmers. 

According to my latest figures I received, there are approximately 
120,000 commercial poultry farmers; and roughly commercial and 
other farmers selling poultry and eggs to the market, there are 
1,007,000. That is a figure I got from the Department. 

I guess maybe I am one of the very few farmers here who is trying 
to put in a word or two for the uncounted number of farmers, either 
the 95,000 poultry farmers, the commercial ones I am referring to, or 
the 1,675,000 total farmers, for whom I do not think that these gentle- 
men speak. 

It is very possible that they consider it a family-type operation 
when one witness, for example, who testified, said he is presently en- 
gaged in (a) growing about 100,000 turkeys; (+) processing about 
140,000: (c) operating his breeder farm; and cn) operating his hatch- 
ery business. 

I don’t doubt that he calls it all one big happy family affair with 
Uncle George in charge of raising, Uncle Gus in charge of hatching, 
oldest son, Jim, handles the processing and youngest son, “Red” 
takes care of the breeding flock. Pop, himself, has probably his execu- 
tive office located in the capital city, in an air-conditioned office. The 
only last link missing is that grandson, Butch, will take over the home- 
delivery routes. 

Now, in my State of New Jersey we have 8,000 commercial poultry 
farmers who look upon mandatory inspec tion as a good law for the 
family farm as well as for industry—if there are no loopholes—and 
I believe I made my point. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you, sir. That is a very fine statement, and we 
enjoyed having you with us. 

Mr. Lrvney. Sir, there are a few little things I would like to just 
put in. That we are for State employees being in the picture, too. 
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In other words, we feel that State employees should be utilized for 
economy’s sake in "the j inspection. 

Then, there was one little matter which was brought up just before 
by a witness, Mr. Shirley Barker. He spoke of all those doctors, in 
particular Dr. Atkinson whom he quoted in regard to respiratory dis- 
ease of young poultry. I must say we have a very stubborn little 
thing called ‘New Castle, but on the other hand, I would say that 
every kid gets a cold and parents usually call for "the doctor, not the 
undertaker. 

I just think that we don’t shoot grandpa any longer because he 
broke his leg. I think that we are a little bit advanced, and maybe 
Mr. Barker could see—I know those doctors have a very good view- 
point and I know that Mr. Barker himself, as he stated, grew up on 
a poultry farm, but poultry farms today are no longer what they used 
to be and I understand Mr. Barker got pretty high up where he is, so 
in the last few years he ee hasn’t been on the farm. 

When you go down to Vineland, N. J., my hometown, and speak 
to the doctor there in the poultry laboratories, they are full of New 
Castle. What I mean is they have got New Castle vaccine there, full 
of it, and they are giving it to us all the time and with that "New 
Castle vaccine we manage to take care of New Castle, and I don’t 
call it anything but a little cold, sir. I don’t think it’s anything worth 
while for an inspector to come over to my place and tell me my 
chickens have New Castle. I can tell it before the inspector comes, 
because I know what it is. 

To me it is a little cold. As far as I know right now we give at 
least three different shots to birds, and it doesn’t affect them just as 
I stated before. It is just as plain as that. 

There is one more thing I would like to ask you, sir. I know I may 
have gotten myself into a lot of hot water. Could I please have a 
copy of the transer ipt of what I am testifying to today? 

Mr. Warts. You can have a copy of the transcript of the entire 
proceedings as soon as it is printed. 

Mr, Livnry. I appreciate that very much, sir. 

Mr. Warrs. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Livney. If there are any questions I would like to answer 
them. 

(The following supplementary statement submitted by Mr. 
Livney :) 

Marcu 8, 1957. 
Chairman Watts, 
House Agriculture Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Sir: Since I expected to be asked certain questions during the testimony 
I gave, I relied on them rather than finish my written statement. To my regret 
this was not the case, and so, for this reason, may I make these following re- 
marks as a supplement to the statement I submitted this afternoon before your 
committee and may I ask you, to please add this to the official transcript, so 
it may be part of it. 

Mrs. Sullivan is the kind lady who suggested this procedure to me, and I am 
taking this opportunity to mail her a copy of these remarks: 

Mr. Chairman, in my closing remarks I stated that I believed that the adminis- 
tration of the proposed poultry inspection bill may be placed into local hands 
as well as Federal hands, and this is my full contention on this subject. 

1. It is an economy measure, based on my desire to use as much existing 
personnel as possible. By that I mean that if there are already people engaged 
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by the Department of Agriculture, State employees, and are on the payroll of 
(a) the State, (b) the Federal Government, and (c) the State board of agri- 
culture, I see no earthly reason why those people cannot be called upon to work 
for the benefit of farmers. I am not precluding by those remarks that they 
should not first receive proper training—Federal training, so that they may be 
able to carry out the job assigned to them. 

I am referring to county agents, assistant county agents, or associated county 
agents, whatever their title may be. In my State of New Jersey, for example, 
the county agents with the exception of the county agents of only one county, 
seem to have too much time on their hands, where they are not doing a thing 
which we farmers may benefit from. I am referring to the time they spend 
soliciting membership for a nongovernmental club, association, or whatever you 
may want to call it. They are forever soliciting membership for the Farm 

3ureau Federation, which as you probably are aware of is supposedly the largest 

of all farm organizations in this country. I do not care to reflect upon the aims 
of said association, the very least, except that I simply feel that they are not a 
govermental agency, or club or whatnot, and I can’t see for the life of me, why 
I as a taxpayer in the State of New Jersey, as well as a Federal taxpayer, should 
be called upon to subsidize a private organization, no matter how good their 
aims may be. 

I believe that in the past, the American Farm Bureau Federation has gone on 
record repeatedly opposing any kind of Federal and State subsidies, and I be- 
lieve it is about time that they started to practice what they are preaching. I 
would start right here and let them, like any other organization, stand on their 
own feet, and without the help of county agents, maybe nationwide, get their 
own membership dues collected, using their own personnel for a change, instead 
of the personnel for which we pay with taxpayers’ money. This would free the 
county agents all over the Nation for more useful work, from which no doubt 
the farmer could directly or indirectly benefit considerably. 

This is the economy measure I was hinting at, when I said that we should use 
existing State personnel. Maybe there are some other agencies, also paid by simi- 
lar sources, which are likewise not doing the job they are employed for, and who, 
like the county agents, have the sufficient academic training, which would enable 
them to serve in the capacity of poultry inspectors, after they went to a Federal 
school and had received the necessary training to be licensed by the Federal 
Government to do that job. Iam sure, that would be acceptable to most farmers. 

About New York dressed poultry: I believe that a custom, no matter how old 
and well established in years, may take from time to time a new approach, or 
better said should be looked into, to see if said custom is still up to date. 

I have learned since my testifying at the Senate Agriculture Committee, that 
the way I happen to handle New York dressed poultry is not the customary way 
for industry to handle it today. It is true, that when I went to agriculture 
school in Georgia, back in 1939, we learned that a New York dressed chicken is 
handled not only dry and clean, but that each individual bird is immediately 
cold storaged, hanging each carcass from a separate hook. T have been informed 
that industry today is placing them in giant vats, filled with ice and water, and 
that they are shipped in this wet, iced condition. I do not believe that this is a 
sanitary way of doing things, at least I could not excuse such sloppy way of 
handling fowl, and could not repeat my testimony in the Senate, where I took 
my own way of handling birds, as those of other sensible poultrymen, or the 
industry as a whole. Sir, I stand corrected on that matter. 

I am sure only of one thing: that most birds raised today are “pullorum” 
elean and the “somonella” referred to in testimony of Dr. Sussman, is no longer 
a danger to contaminate birds. However, fecal matter is, as well as pus, ab- 
scesses; and other similar obvious matter should be eilminated before it is iced. 

As to birds to which Mr. Shirley Parker referred—layers, which no longer 
lay—they are in most cases perfectly O. K., because a bird will go into a molt, 
and stop laying. If such a bird is culled out by us, this bird is perfectly healthy, 
and certainly good enough for stew and chicken potpie, ete. I will even go as 
far as saying that a bird which dropped an egg into the stomach cavity instead 
of through the oviduct, may be perfectly O. K. too, if it is detected within a 
day or two. The chickens waddle like ducks when that happens, and can be 
easily culled, and usually are removed immediately by the efficient farmer 
and who is not efficient today in our business, is no longer in it. 

Furthermore, I like to state that in Dr. Sussman’s testimony he referred to 
the Vineland poultry farmer, who sells his chickens to Newark, N. J., ete. 
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I believe that most Vineland poultry farmers sell their birds, if they peddle 
them or if they sell them wholesale, to either New York City or to Philadelphia, 
which makes it an interstate shipment. I do not know of a single poultry 
farmer in our vicinity who sells his birds on a retail route within our own State. 
Those interstate shipments should certainly not be exempted, nor should it be 
made that hard, that a farmer must cease to exist. That is where I thought the 
county agent could for once do something for the little farmer, who maybe 
dresses only on Monday from 8 to 10 a. m., and on Thursday from 2 to 8 p. m., 
except when there is a Jewish holiday coming up, which will throw any schedule 
right out of the window. For those small farmers, the full protection of the 
law, as well as the benefit which this proposed law will provide, should be appli- 
cable to him. 

Now to come to the last point, and maybe not the most unimportant one. If 
the House Agricultural Committee should put our good county agents all over 
the Nation to work doing something very useful indeed, then maybe you will no 
longer be pained with a lot of very long-titled gentlemen, who say that they repre- 
sent the largest section of American farmers as they do when in effect they don’t 
even represent their own paid-up membership. It is like the policeman and the 
fireman, selling tickets to the policemen’s and firemen’s dance. Everybody buys 
them, not necessarily for personal use. In this case, the membership solicited 
by the county agents has produced an organization which is as undemocratic 
as no other farm organization ever has been in the long and less illustrious his- 
tory of farm organizations. In the past 10 years, in which I have owned my 
farm on Route No. 6 in Vineland, N. J., I have not heard of a single election of 
officers in that particular organization, have not ever seen a ballot being sent 
out to their membership as to poll them on any question whatsoever, for which 
the members of the American Farm Bureau Federation go to Washington to 
plead for either no supports, or no acreage allotment, or no FHA funds for 
farmers, or what not. The executive board of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation has never deemed it wise to poll their members on any matter, 
local, national, or international, but they have always made darn sure about it 
that their testimony in committees or press releases stated that they are the 
largest of all American farm organizations. I believe only the Equitable Life 
Assurance Co. has maybe a larger farmer membership, having farmers as mem- 
bers who have a mortgage from Equitable. 

The testimony of the Grange and the National Farmers Union, was not half 
as bad as the one from the Farm Bureau, judging simply by the fact, that neither 
of those two organizations last mentioned ever did have a plan applicable for 
the betterment of poultry farmers as such. Their membership is largest where 
the graingrowers are congregated. Unfortunately, they have never started to 
solve the questions of the poultry farmers, and I therefore feel it was kind of 
odd for them to make statements there as to what is good for the poultry farmers. 
As representatives of consumers or other groups interested in the general farm 
situation, their testimony would have been appreciated much more by the 
small, independent poultry farmer. 

As to summarize, I am sure that we, as the small, independent poultry 
farmers, are mostly aware of the entire problem which is confronting the indus- 
try today and the effects it has on the consumer, the processor, as well as the 
workers who eviscerate poultry or catch’ them and put them into crates or 
what not. We feel that all those, and I would include all the veterinarians and 
health inspectors, have a very definite good reason to testify on this matter, the 
matter of poultry inspection, and I am sure that their testimony will be consid- 
ered and weighed most carefully by the entire committee. But I would go a step 
further and would like to ask you to listen to us, the actual producers too, 
not just to those people in industry who say that they are talking in my name. 
I know that I am clipped by both the northeastern and the State poultry asso- 
ciation of New Jersey for my per capita dues. However I never vet had the 
pleasure of either being able to convey to them successfully what I as a farmer 
want them to express for me (if I would ask them to do so) nor did I or will 
T ever be asked for how many more years Dr. Alfred Van Vagenen is goin to 
speak for me in the Halls of Congress. I surely didn’t hire him, and I surely 
can’t fire him, and he as surely as that does not talk either for me, or any of 
the members of our American Poultry Farmers Association. By his own admis- 
sion, only in about a year and a half will he finish his research, and then let 
us know of his findings, what he has found to be wrong in our industry. 

I happen to know what’s wrong in our industry for a few years already, and 
the members elected me for being in the know: We are not getting paid enough 
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for what we are producing, and we have gotten together to do something about 
it and to come to Washington to testify before the House and the Senate in 
regards to laws for our industry and the first start in the right direction to 
change our status from slaves to freemen. With your help, gentlemen, we will 
be again, a self-respecting and self-relying industry of poultrymen, who know 
their own business and must do right by the consumers, the workers engaged in 
the processing and of the business and the industry, those who sell us feed, baby 
chickens, and what not. 

We thank you very much, for having had an opportunity to testify before you. 

Submitted as appendix March 8, 1957. 

Respectfully, 
MaArTIn L. LIvNEY. 
President, American Poultry Farmers Association. 

Mr. Warts. It is getting a little late and I have several other 
witnesses. 

Is Mr. Triggsin? Comearound, Mr. Triggs. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION 


Mr. Triaes. I marvel at the patience of the committee that has stuck 
with this hearing so far and has heard the large number of witnesses 
wishing to be he: rd. 

Iam ‘only going to take a few minutes. 

Of the various bills before the committee, we favor H. R. 767 by 
Congressman McIntire or the identical bill, H. R. 5463, by Congress- 
man Elliott for these reasons : 

H. R. 767 insures that prior to the consideration and -hearing by 
the Department of Agriculture with respect to the extension of man- 
datory inspection to all poultry received in a market (that is, including 
intrastate shipments), there would be an application from responsible 
State and local officials or of appropriate industry groups for each 
inspection. 

We believe that there should be local consideration and discussion 
prior to any Federal action, that the proposed revision of the language 
of section 5 will tend to promote such local consideration and that this 
will further the effective accomplishment of the objectives of the bill. 

This is sort of a compromise between the opposing views that maybe 
the Department of Agriculture should just move in without local 
consultation. Ido not think they would ever do that. 

The alternative proposition is that the local people should have a 
veto authority. I think this is a fairly reasonable compromise. 

2. H. R. 767 provides that mandatory inspection of poultry to intra- 
state shipments would be limited to major consuming areas, rather 
than designated cities or areas. 

This is essentially a clarification, since no one to our know led ». has 
considered that the extension of mandatory inspection to local mar kets 
ing in rural areas would be undertaken. 

In most rural areas there are poultrymen or small slaughtering 
establishments which market small amounts of poultry in the local 
area or community, both regularly and intermittently. 

It is not administratively feasible to assign inspectors in many such 
areas or provide inspection except at prohibitive cost. The volume is 
small and if inspection were required it would inevitably involve 
substantial delays and interferences with marketing. 
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While it is not presumed the Department would ever endeavor to 
extend mandatory inspection in such instances, we submit that it is 
desirable that the authority of the Department be spelled out in more 
specific detail in this connection. 

I am conscious of the fact that I am one, maybe the only or at least 
one of the few witnesses that has made a point in this respect. This 
is because most of the witnesses that have appeared here have come 
from concentrated poultry production areas, and they are not affected 
by the question that we have raised. We have in our membership 
many farmers and poultrymen in relatively remote areas who market 
a relatively small amount of poultry and who are concerned with ae 
impact of this bill on the marketing of their product, and we believe 
that this revision of terminology ‘from designated city or area to 
major consuming areas is necessary in their interest, and it would 
certainly eliminate some of the concern that has been expressed to us 
in this connection. 

The question has been raised here that I want to deal with very 
briefly. I think the most difficult problem before the committee 
is, or at least one of them—how about the small poultryman slaughterer 
not in a major producing area who commonly ships in interstate com- 
merce or to a major consuming area a few birds, a 100, 200, 390 a 
week. It just may not be possible for the Department of Agricul- 
ture to send an inspector up. 

Maybe it is 50 miles, maybe it is 200 miles from the nearest place 
where an inspector is available, to inspect periodic or intermittent 
shipments. How are we going to handle this problem ? 

We have supposed that the provisions of section 19-B of 767, and 
similar provisions of other bills—this relates to the question of using 
State and local officials, is broad enough that the Department could 
designate local veterinarians, local representatives of county or mu- 
nicipal public-health officials, somebody to perform the inspection 
under this fairly unusual circumstance. 

I hope that it is broad enough. It might be well to make it clearer 
that local public health and other officials might possibly be used. 
It is for this reason that we believe it is imperatively necessary that 
the committee avoid language—writing into the bill any provision 
which would require that all inspections must be made by USDA 
employees, because we just do not think—it may be perfectly prac- 
tical in 99 percent of the cases but it would be disastrous to the market- 
ing program of poultrymen in such remotely rural areas. We believe 
the Department should have a degree of flexibility to deal with this 
problem. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Warrs. Thank you, Mr. Triggs. 

I think Mr. McIntire, since you complimented his bill so highly, 
has some questions to ask you. 

Mr. McInrme. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was going to men- 
tion that point, too. 

Mr. Triggs, I do want to express my appreciation, and I am sure 
other members of the committee agree with me. We appreciate that 
you have gotten into the record references to this point because it has 
not been overlooked, but other points had precedence in the testimony 
from other witnesses. 
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This matter of Federal employment is one that we have been dis- 
cussing. I know you have heard the discussion because you have 
been in our audience most of the time during this hearing. 

Is it your thought that this would encompass the licensing under 
Federal supervision and control of people who might be operating 
on a part-time basis to serve these areas / 

Is it also your thought that this language would be sufficiently 
broad if a State and the Department of Agriculture would effectuate 
a mutually agreed upon Federal-State arrangement, always keeping 
in mind of course that the Federal responsibility continues on inspec- 
tion when it is performed ? 

Mr. Triaes. I think the language is broad enough to permit the de- 
velopment of a Federal-State agreement. I am not sure that it is 
broad enough to permit, where you do not have such an agreement, 
the Department to use the unusual procedure because it is the only 
practical one, of designating let’s say a local county public-health 
official to take care of 2 or 3 farmers, and that is all there is up there, 
that do not have enough for the Department to station an inspector 
there, or to send 1 up there periodically, but the local public-health 
official could take care of it on a contract basis. 

I am not sure that the language is broad enough to do that. 

Mr. McIntire. Would it come under a licensing procedure ? 

Mr. Triecs. Yes; I think it would essentially be a licensing proce- 
dure. It certainly has to be an authorization to an individual who 
is qualified and understands the Federal regulations and agrees to 
carry them out. 

Mr. McIntire. And whose inspection, of course, would be under 
the Federal regulation. He might be a public-health official operating 
in this capacity in this instance. 

Mr. Trices. It might be; yes, sir. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Warts. Congressman Dixon, do you have a question / 

Mr. Dixon. Mr. Triggs, are your farmers fairly happy with vol- 
untary inspection as far as it goes ¢ 

Mr. Triees. I can answer that, I think, by saying that they have 
been satisfied with the voluntary inspection because, of course, any 
group that became dissatisfied with it did not have to participate. 

Mr. Dixon. Are they satisfied with the administration of it? 

Mr. Triges. I think the answer to your question is “Yes.” 

Mr. Drxon. Do you think that that satisfaction is sufficient to bring 
general support for this further step of compulsory inspection ¢ 

Mr. Triees. I skipped over part of my statement in view of the time 
element, but maybe I should just kind of summarize this. 

This subject has been extensively debated since the hearings of this 
committee last summer by poultrymen all over the country. They 
were not all, to begin with, for compulsory inspection, but the great 
consensus of opinion now is, as certainly reflected to us, that compul- 
sory inspection of interstate shipments, and under certain conditions 
intrastate shipments, is desirable and is in the interest of poultrymen. 

Mr. Dixon. And you want it under the Department of Agriculture / 

Mr. Triacs. By all means; under the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Dixon. Have you made any specific request as to what division ? 

Mr. Trices. Our policy does not deal with this question. I am sure 
I would reflect poultrymen’s views if I said they think it should have 








INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 251 


the dignity of a separate branch or group and should not be subordi- 
nated to red meat inspection, but beyond this I could not testify. 

Mr. Drxon. You would leave that to the Department ? 

Mr. Trices. We would not recommend any change. We would 
leave the Department free to administer the program. 

Mr. Dixon. Thank you. 

Mr. Watts. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Triecas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Watts. Is John A. Baker here, or anybody representing him? 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, I am Reuben Johnson, on the staff 
of the legislative office of the National Farmers Union. 

Mr. Warts. We will be delighted to hear you. 

Do you have copies of your statement? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes; I do. 


STATEMENT OF REUBEN JOHNSON, ASSISTANT COORDINATOR OF 
LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
my name is Reuben Johnson. I am assistant coordinator of legis- 
lative services, National Farmers Union. 

National Farmers Union is an organization of approximately 
750,000 voting members. Our membership is made up of operators 
of family-type farms. Their interest in poultry mspection legisla- 
tion is two-sided in that they have an interest both as producers and 
as consumers. 

The views we shall present to the subcommittee are fully consistent, 
we believe, with the interests of family farmers as producers, as 
consumers, or as both producers and consumers. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not appear as an expert witness on poultry dis- 
eases or on the scientific aspects of the legislation you are considering. 
I will state some of the practical considerations that we in the Na- 
tional Farmers Union feel must be considered in any poultry inspec- 
tion legislation that is enacted into law. In this connection, we wish 
to commend the chairman of the House Committee on Agriculture and 
the committee members who contributed to the hearings last year 
on the subject at hand. 

Parenthetically too, Mr. Chairman, I would like to commend you 
and the members of this subcommitte for the hearings in which you 
are examining all aspects of the legislation to provide mandatory 
poultry inspection. 

It seems largely the result of growing sentiment in this commit- 
tee and in Congress for a poultry inspection law that the great ma- 
jority of poultry processors now embrace the principle of mandatory 
Federal poultry inspection. We also note that the Department of 
Agriculture has again this year spoken strongly for such a law. 

While most everyone from the producer through to the consumer 
recognizes the need for mandatory poultry inspection legislation, or 
at least support the principle, there is strong sentiment from some 
quarters in the direction of placing the responsibility for clean poultry 
and poultry products primarily with the poultry-processing industry. 

Fortunately for both producers and consumers, the sentiment in 
the committee, and apparently in the Congress, has been toward the 
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kind of poultry inspection law that will insure inspection of poultry 
and poultry products by Federal employees on the same or similar 
basis as inspection of other meats by the Meat Inspection Branch of 
the Agricultural Research Service in the Department of Agriculture. 


PROTECT POULTRY MARKET 


Unless the poultry inspection law and the kind of program result- 
ing from it have the full confidence of consumers and public-health 
officials, the producer as well as the processor will see the growth of 
adverse market factors which may result in the ultimate loss of 
consumer confidence in wholesomeness of product. 

Consumer psychology can work in odd ways. This leads us to the 
conclusion that if we are not going to have a mandatory poultry-in- 
spection law that is acceptable to the consumer and to the public-health 
officials generally, we would have been better off never to have brought 
it up at all. However, now that the matter has been brought up, it 
ought to be settled and settled at the earliest possible time. 


PRICE SPREAD 


We believe that the cost of mandatory poultry inspection should 
be borne by the Federal Government. We take this position because 
we do not want to add to the spread between the prices received by 
farmers and the prices paid by consumers. 

This spread is already too large. This is especially important to 
small poultry-processing plants which, if required to pay the cost of 
Federal inspection, might be caught in a competitive situation and 
forced out of business. 


ANTE AND POST MORTEM INSPECTION 


We are also convinced that the legislation must include adequate 
ante mortem as well as adequate post mortem inspection. We are 
concerned over statements of witnesses in which reference has been 
made to poultry diseases communicable to man that can be detected 
only through ante mortem inspection. 

In this connection, we do not believe that bird-by-bird ante mortem 
inspection is required, nor that inspectors would be needed to inspect 
on farms all of the poultry marketed in the United States. 

We do feel, however, that the ante mortem inspection should be man- 
datory and that the details as to how the inspection is to be carried out 
should be left to the veterinary inspector. 

In other words, we do not feel that ante mortem inspection should 
be left to the discretion of the Department of Agriculture, but we do 
want to leave to their discretion the means and details as to how ante 
mortem inspection is made. 

The Department of Agriculture recognizes in the regulations laid 
down for its voluntary poultry-inspection program that ante mortem 
inspection is practical. 

Instruction H. 918 (Py) Ante Mortem—1 states: 


While it is not practical to handle and examine each live bird prior to slaugh- 
ter, it is entirely possible to visibly examine daily each battery of birds in the 
plant. 
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Normally, Congress assigns an administrative function to the Cabi- 
net official involved and leaves to him the decision as to which part or 
parts of his agency or department is to be assigned the function. How- 
ever, the legislative and institutional history of the administration of 
poultry-inspection legislation makes it necessary for us to recommend 
a departure from this pattern and to state our views as to the designa- 
tion of the administering office in the Department of Agriculture. 

It seems to us that the most logical location for this work within 
the Department of Agriculture is under the Agricultural Research 
Service in a Poultry Inspection Branch separate but equal to the Meat. 
Inspection Branch. 

It is clear that poultry inspection is logically associated with red- 
meat inspection. Moreover, the Agricultural Research Service con- 
ducts scientific research on animal diseases, on food quality, and on 
other sanitation problems. It is also the mandatory food-inspection 
service. 

The Agricultural Research Service has an excellent record in the 
administering of the Meat Inspection Act. The Agricultural Market- 
ing Service has done good work in the field of sales promotion. While 
both services are necessary, they differ greatly. From the practical 
point of view, we feel that poultry inspection should be adminis- 
tered by the office whose primary function for 50 years has been meat 
inspection. 

If in the legislation finally approved you leave to the discretion of 
the Secretary of Agriculture the location of the Poultry Inspection 
Branch, we urge you to state in the committee report your support 
of placing the Poultry Inspection Branch under the Agricultural 
Research Service. 

With respect to the effective date, Mr. Chairman, we feel that the 
poultry-inspection law should not become effective until July 1, 1958, 
assuming that Congress will enact a law prior to that date this year. 

Persons who voluntarily apply for poultry inspection under the 
law prior to July 1, 1958, should be serviced by the Department of 
Agriculture, if at all possible. 

Most of the legislation introduced provides that the Secretary of 
Agriculture may bring certain areas of intrastate commerce under the 
Federal Poultry Inspection Act. 

Consideration is given hereby to areas of large population in which 
interstate and intrastate poultry become so intermingled that to deny 
intrastate poultry Federal inspection would be discriimnatory, in 
effect. 

We support the view. However, we do not feel that the intrastate 
commerce of an area should be forced into the Federal poultry inspec- 
tion program against its wishes and against the wishes of the govern- 
ing body. 

For this reason, we believe that the legislation you approve should 
allow the Secretary of Agriculture to designate an area for Federal 
poultry pars only upon the consent and approval of the govern- 
ing body of the area concerned. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, at this point that we think if that 
is done that this would in all cases reflect the interests of the producers 
of that area. 

T might say with respect to isolated processing plants that if the 
poultry inspection branch was under ARS, that provision for inspec- 
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tion would be provided if the same regulations were applied as are 
now applied to the inspection of red meat. 

There is provision under the regulations applicable to red meat 
for making inspections at these isolated plants. Certainly, that is a 
problem that should be taken care of. 

There is one other point that should be made in this connection, 
Mr. Chairman. The legislation finally approved should not permit 
by Federal designation of intrastate areas the lowering of already 
existing tannins of local or State poultry inspection programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I have intentionally avoided the mention of spe- 
cific bills. I have tried to cover the more important provisions of any 
er inspection laws which we in National Farmers Union strongly 

eel would strengthen and make more effective and workable a man- 
datory Federal poultry inspection program. 

We appreciate the privilege of appearing before the subcommittee 
and presenting our views. 

Mr. Warts. We are glad to get your statement. 

Any questions by the committee? 

Mr. MoIntime. Mr. Chairman, just one brief statement. 

On page 4 of your testimony you make reference to governing 
bodies. What do you have in mind there? 

Mr. Jonnson. Congressman McIntire, I would take in any govern- 
ing unit in a State. 

Mr. McIntire. If a city would have a public health official who 
would be administering city ordinances, would he have veto power 
over the Secretary in making that city applicable under this law for 
poultry going into that city ? 

Mr. Jounson. I would not consider that the public health official 
would be the one in all cases or maybe in any case that would make the 
decision as to whether or not this local unit of government embraced 
a Federal inspection program for poultry. 

That ought to be a decision that is not made entirely by the local 
public health officials is what I am trying to say. Federal poultry 
inspection in intrastate commerce should not come in any event except 
as a result of hearings held by the Department of Agriculture as is 
provided for in H. R. 377. 

Then I think that the governing body should agree that the Federal 
inspection program for poultry be applied to the local unit of govern- 
ment, whatever that unit is. 

Mr. McIntree. If he does not agree, who controls it? 

Mr. Jounson. Insofar as the intrastate poultry is concerned, there 
would not be any inspection law, and it would be sold alongside that 
poultry that came in on an interstate basis until producers decided 
through their local governing unit that they would be benefited by 
coming under the Federal program. 

This does not preclude Federal inspection of poultry from being sold 
across the State lines. It would mean that there would not be any 
blanket Federal inspection program for the poultry produced in this 
particular local unit of the government unless the local governing unit 
approved. ; 

Mr. McIntire. In other words, if a city has substantial receipts of 
poultry, some interstate and some intrastate, then if a governing 
body did not give its consent, this city could not so be designated nor 
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could the processors supplying this city in intrastate commerce. If the 
city officials do not agree, then the processors who are marketing solely 
in intrastate could not avail themselves of Federal inspection service. 

Is that your position ? 

Mr. Jounson. I can’t conceive of an example where this might come 
up, Congressman McIntire. I rather see the city officials support- 
ing 

Mr. McIntire. I do, too. 

Mr. JoHNson (continuing). The application of the Federal inspec- 
tion law. 

Mr. McIntire. But the language you are suggesting here is only 
upon the consent and approval of the governing body of the area 
concerned, 

I am just interested in what you mean by that. 

Mr. Jounson. Let’s take this example. Let’s take a county rather 
than a city because I am thinking primarily about producers. 

Mr. McIntire. Let’s take a city. That is the volume area. That 
is where it is being consumed. That is where it is being marketed. 

Mr. Jounson. I am looking at this primarily in terms of the inter- 
ests of the poultry producer, and whether or not he has a Federal in- 
spection program for the poultry he produces. ; 

That is who I am here to represent. All I am saying here is that 
looking at it from the producer’s angle, that you should not push a 
Federal inspection program on these producers in a county unless they 
decide, through their local governing body, that they want it. 

Now that is assuming that they are selling their poultry in intra- 
state commerce and not across State lines in interstate commerce. Of 
course poultry coming over State lines would be subject to the law. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I donot want to belabor the point but 
I am confused. We are speaking of producers’ interests here for the 
moment. Here is a city within the State which is a volume market. 
It is also a market in which there is interstate shipment of poultry. 

I think we have to assume one of the principles involved in market- 
ing is that the Federal inspection would have an application market- 
wise that will be complementary. 

Assuming that to be the case, all of the poultry coming in by inter- 
state shipment will be federally inspected. 

As a producer who looks upon that city as my major market, I have 
to compete with federally inspected poultry whether I like it or not, 
if this legislation is passed. 

I think we are interested as to how I am going to make available 
to myself inspection service at no more cost than my competitor over 
ao next State, and I think this vehicle is the mechanism by which 

o it. 

It has been thought by some, including myself, that this is the area 
in the legislation by which I can acquire this service, and by the same 
token it is the area within the legislation which assures this city of in- 
specting poultry too, if it is a volume market. 

You say here that I am not to have that inspection service unless 
the governing body says I can have it. 

Mr. Jounson. Congressman McIntire, I think that this is a rather 
academic matter. I indicated in my statement that we wanted provi- 
sion in the law to make possible Federal inspection for all poultry 
processors who want it. : 
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Mr. McIntire. I wish it were. Frankly I don’t think it is. 

Mr. Jounson. As I see this, the people in a local area are the local 
governing body. They elect the officials that govern them in this local 
governing unit, and [ think that you would find in actual practice 
that this 1s not going to be any problem, that the producers who want, 
and who can profit from, Federal inspection are going to get Federal 
inspection. It certainly is not our position that we deny any producer 
a Federal stamp that wants the Federal stamp. 3 

But we do not want to place any blanket threat on the producers of 
intrastate poultry in terms of pushing Federal inspection on him 
unless the local government, of which he is a part, approves it. 

You may think of examples where this would not serve the interest 
of producers, but I can’t think of an example where his interest would 
be served. 

Mr. McInvire. I am only concerned with legislation here, and I am 
sure you are, too, but it has been repeatedly suggested to us in this 
hearing that the governing bodies have in effect, as I interpret this 
language which you have given us here to be virtually the same, a 
veto power over the application of inspection in the area. 

I will agree with you 100 percent that I think they will get together, 
but I am concerned as to who is going to have the final say, because 
somebody has to. 

Mr. Jounson. I think the producers through their local governing 
body should have the final say as to whether they have a blanket manda- 
tory Federal inspection program for poultry sold in intrastate com- 
merce. 

I am not at all worried about cities, because I think that the cities 
will embrace this Federal inspection program. For producers selling 
in cities with their poultry displayed alongside federally inspected 
poultry, the Federal inspection program will be desired and will be 
available. I am thinking in terms of the interest of the smaller pro- 
ducer who sells in the intrastate commerce of a State in the smaller 
markets. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Dixon. May Lask a question ? 

Mr. Warts. Surely. 

Mr. Dixon. Where does your organization stand on this wording 
“any person who knowingly violates these provisions” ? 

Mr. Jounson. We agree with the Department of Agriculture 
recommendations, Congressman. 

Mr. Drxon. It does not have “knowingly” in there, does it? 

Mr. Jounson. The Department took it out of H. R. 377, didn’t 
they ? 

Mr. Drxon. I think so. 

Mr. Warts. Yes; it did. 

Mr. Drxon. You don’t include in your resolution or official state- 
ment of your fine organization about your stand on this; all you say is 
it is consistent with the interests of the farmers and consumers? 

Mr. Jonnson. Congressman, when I prepared this statement I was 
very much of the opinion that there would be no one here that would 
demand this word “knowingly” be placed in the bill. 
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I was surprised, to be perfectly frank with you, that we had as 
many people that recommended that this word “knowingly” be placed 
in the legislation. 

Mr. Dixon. Well now the next question there, you have no official 
resolution from your fine organization supporting compulsory inspec- 
tion but you think that voluntary compulsory inspection under the 
Department of Agriculture has been sufficiently successful and praise- 
worthy that your organization will go along with compulsory inspec- 
tion without much complaint from your farmers? 

Mr. Jonnson. Congressman Dixon, I think that I pretty well cov- 
ered this over here under this section in my statement in which I 
talk about the protection of the poultry market. There have been 
quite a few publications, as you know, that have carried stories about 
poultry inspection, the need for it, some of the violations that have 
come to the attention of public health officials and others, and we have 
gone so far now with our discussion of poultry inspection legislation 
that this is no place to turn around—we just have to go forward to 
get a piece of legislation that will demand the support and the 
backing of consumers, I think, in order to keep developing the poultry 
market in the United States. 

Mr. Dixon. Your answer to my question then, I guess, would be, 
yes, that voluntary inspection under the Department of Agriculture 
has proved sufficiently successful so that we wouldn’t be criticized 
by vour farmers if we go clear on to compulsory inspection. 

Mr. Jounson. It is my opinion that under the conditions I have 
laid down all of the poultry industry, Congressman Dixon, now em- 
braces a mandatory Federal poultry inspection program. That in- 
cludes the producers. 

Mr. Warrs. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Joseph Parker of the National Grange. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH 0. PARKER, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
NATIONAL GRANGE 


Mr. Parker. Mr. Chairman, being somewhat cognizant of the great 
burdens of time on the committee, if you prefer I would be willing to 
file this statement or I can just refer to pertinent portions of it to 
conserve time. 

Mr. Watts. That is up to you, sir, entirely. 

Mr. Parker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

At the 90th annual session of the National Grange last November, 
the delegates adopted a resolution recommending Federal inspection 
of poultry. The resolution is very brief and it reads as follows: 

1. That a Federal poultry inspection system be established in the Poultry 
Branch of the United States Department of Agriculture, with the Secretary 
of Agriculture authorized to determine the type, character and scope of inspec- 
tion required to assure wholesome poultry products. 


2. That the United States Department of Agriculture use appropriate State 
agencies on a cooperative basis wherever feasible. 


Of the several bills before the committee, H. R. 514 by Congressman 
Abernethy, H. R. 767 by Congressman McIntire, and H. R. 5463 by 
Congressman Elliott, in the opinion of the Grange are the most desir- 
able and offer the best framework for a constructive and effective 
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compulsory inspection program and the Grange recommends enact- 
ment of legislation based on the provisions of these three bills. 

These three bills would place the inspection authority in the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, whereas a number of the other bills would place 
the administration of the service within the Agricultural Research 
Service or the Meat Inspection Division of the Agricultural Research 
Service of the Department of Agriculture, thereby moving it from 
the Agricultural Marketing Service of the Department of Agriculture 
where it is presently located. The Grange, as you can readily see 
from the resolution, would oppose such a shift. The voluntary inspec- 
tion program administered by the Agricultural Marketing Service 
in the Department of Agriculture appears to us to be manned by highly 
trained, competent personnel with long experience in poultry. This 
record of poultry inspection experience and achievement which has 
been built up over the last quarter of the century, we believe, is 
unequaled. It seems to us that it is obvious that it is the best qualified 
agency to conduct any widened compulsory inspection program be- 
cause of this great accumulated experience which it has achieved under 
the voluntary program. 

I am skipping now to the next page. 

Another important provision contained in the three bills which the 
Grange favors is the section which authorizes the Secretary to co- 
operate with State agencies in carrying out the inspection programs 
on a coordinated and cooperative basis. Under this provision, it would 
be possible for the Secretary and the States having inspection pro- 
grams to coordinate such programs and to make maximum use of 
both Federal and State personnel and otherwise tend to strengthen 
both the State and Federal programs. This cooperative action would 
not be permitted by the bills which would place the administration 
of the program in the Agricultural Research Service. 

There are two coordinated Federal-State programs in the field of 
red meat inspection. We believe it is wholly undesirable to require 
that all inspectors be Federal employees since such a provision would 
effectively prevent Federal-State cooperation. 

I am skipping now to the next page on page 4, the first paragraph. 

The three bills referred to above which the Grange favors would 
not mandatorily require in every instance antemorten inspection of 
all poultry. The bills, however, would give the Secretary of Agri- 
culture full authority to require such inspection whenever he deemed 
it essential to the production of wholesome poultry products. It is 
the position of the Grange that the Secretary of Agriculture should 
be given full and adequate authority to determine the character, the 
extent, type and scope of inspection necessary, but that he should not 
be directed to conduct ante-morten inspection or any other type of 
inspection unless it is necessary and essential and of real value to the 
production of wholesome products. 

And in this connection, I would like to add that throughout the 
course of the hearings last year, which I attended, and throughout 
the course of the hearings this year, I don’t believe that there has been 
presented any adequate definition of what is meant by “ante-mortem 
inspection” by any of the witnesses or any definition that all of the 
witnesses could agree upon. Perhaps I am laboring under the same 
handicap as Mr. Harvey, but being a lawyer I just can’t see how it 








INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 259 


could make much sense for Congress to direct the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to do something if they don’t know what they were directing 
him to do, and unless you could devise an adequate definition of ante- 
mortem inspection, I would think that it will be a far sounder course 
of procedure to give the Secretary the full authority and let him 
work out the details. 

The objective of this legislation should be to authorize and to pro- 
vide whatever type of inspection is necessary to assure wholesomeness 
of product to consumers and to provide an effective, workable, and 
efficient program. The Secretary should be permitted to make max- 
imum use of the developments in the arts and sciences, and to make 
improvements whenever and wherever possible. We have every confi- 
dence in the ability of the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out an 
inspection program which will fully assure the consumer of the whole- 
someness of product. It is our opinion that assurance of wholesome- 
ness to consumers can be better achieved by leaving to the Secretary 
of Agriculture the responsibility for determining the type and charac- 
ter of the inspection. The horizons of science are ever changing and 
it seems to us that it would be unwise to place any legislative limita- 
tion upon the Secretary in developing and utilizing better and less 
costly methods of inspection which research and expanding scientific 
knowledge may make available. 

(The complete statement presented by Mr. Parker is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL GRANGE BY JOSEPH O. PARKER, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL 


The National Grange is pleased to see this committee give consideration to 
these bills relating to poultry inspection. The production and marketing of 
wholesome foods of high quality, and the expanded consumption of such foods 
and their ready availability and acceptance by the consuming public, are matters 
of basic interest and concern to the National Grange today as they have been for 
many years past. 

We, therefore, appreciate very much the opportunity of submitting our views 
on the proposed legislation now being considered. 

At the 90th annual session of the National Grange, held last November, the 
delegates adopted a resolution recommending Federal inspection of poultry. The 
resolution reads as follows: 

1. That a Federal poultry inspection system be established in the Poultry 
Branch of the United States Department of Agriculture, with the Secretary of 
Agriculture authorized to determine the type, character, and scope of inspection 
required to assure wholesome poultry products. 

2. That the United States Department of Agriculture use appropriate State 
agencies on a cooperative basis wherever feasible. 

The committee has before it a number of bills (H. R. 12, 377, 514, 767, 899, 1964, 
3052, 4357, 5398, 5408, 5463, and 5489). The objective of all of these bills is to 
establish a system of compulsory poultry inspection. Of these bills H. R. 514 by 
Congressman Abernethy, H. R. 767 by Congressman McIntire, and H. R. 5463 by 
Congressman Elliott, in the opinion of the Grange are the most desirable and 
offer the best framework for a constructive and effective compulsory inspection 
program and the Grange recommends enactment of legislation based on the 
provisions of these three bills. 

These three bills would place the inspection authority in the Secretary of 
Agriculture, whereas a number of the other bills would place the administration 
of the service within the Agricultural Research Service or the meat inspection 
division of the Agricultural Research Service of the Department of Agriculture, 
thereby moving it from the Agricultural Marketing Service of the Department of 
Agriculture where it is presently located. The Grange would be opposed to 
such a shift. The voluntary poultry inspection program administered by the 
Agricultural Marketing Service in the Department of Agriculture is manned 
by highly trained competent personnel with long experience in poultry. This 
record of poultry inspection experience and achievement which has been built 
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up over the last quarter of a century is unequaled. It seems to us that it is 
obvious that it is the best qualified agency to conduct any widened compulsory 
inspection program because of the great accumulated experience it has achieved 
in this field. 

The bills which would place the administration of the poultry inspection 
program in the meat branch of the Agricultural Research Service completely 
overlook and ignore the fact that there are substantial differences between the 
poultry and red meat animals; that their production, distribution, and market- 
ing channels are different; that they are commodities which are in direct com- 
petition with one another. Under such circumstances, it would seem clear that 
an inspection program for poultry which would become a mere adjunct to a 
program which has been developed to meet the needs of large red meat animals 
would not be satisfactory. Poultry today is a very important segment of our 
agricultural: economy. It is the third most important producer of cash farm 
income and accounts for about 11 percent of the gross income to agriculture. 
It is sufficiently significant to warrant a separate division directly concerned 
and familiar with the problems of poultry. For these reasons, the Grange 
would strongly urge that the administration of a compulsory poultry inspection 
program be placed in the division of the Department which has done an out- 
standing job of developing and administering the voluntary poultry inspection 
program. 

Another important provision contained in the three bills referred to above 
which the Grange favors is the section which would authorize the Secretary to 
eooperate with State agencies in carrying out the inspection programs on a 
coordinated and cooperative basis. Under this provision, it would be possible 
for the Secretary and States having inspection programs to coordinate such 
programs and to make maximum use of both Federal and State personnel and 
otherwise tend to strengthen both the State and Federal programs. This 
cooperative action would not be permitted by the bills which would place the 
administration of the program in Agricultural Research Service. There are 
no coordinated Federal-State programs in the field of red meat inspection. We 
believe it is wholly undesirable to require that all inspectors be: Federal em- 
ployees. Even if these other bills were amended to authorize such cooperation, 
it is doubtful whether the cooperation between the Federal and State Govern- 
ments would be developed as effectively as it would be if the administration 
is under the Agricultural Marketing Service, because the Agricultural Market- 
ing Service is the agency of the Department that has had the greatest experience 
in developing and carrying out Federal-State cooperative programs. 

The three bills referred to above which the Grange favors would not manda- 
torily require in every instance ante mortem inspection of all poultry. The bills, 
however, would give the Secretary of Agriculture full authority to require such 
inspection whenever he deemed it essential to production of wholesome poultry 
products, It is the position of the Grange that the Secretary of Agriculture 
should be given full and adequate authority to determine the character, extent, 
type, and scope of inspection necessary, but that he should not be directed to 
conduct ante mortem inspection or any other type of inspection unless it is 
necessary and essential and of real value to the production of wholesome prod- 
ucts. The objective of the legislation should be to authorize and provide what- 
ever type of inspection is necessary to assure wholesomeness of product to con- 
sumers and to provide an effective, workable, and efficient program. The Secre- 
tary should be permitted to make maximum use of the developments in the arts 
and sciences, and to make improvements whenever and wherever possible. We 
have every confidence in the ability of the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out 
an inspection program which will fully assure the consumer of the wholesome- 
ness of product. It is our opinion that assurance of wholesomeness to con- 
sumers can be better achieved by leaving to the Secretary of Agriculture the 
responsibility for determining the type, character, and scope of inspection which 
is required to determine wholesomeness. The horizons of science are ever chang- 
ing and it seems to us that it would be unwise to place any legislative limitation 
upon the Secretary in developing and utilizing better and less costly methods 
of inspection which research and expanding scientific knowledge may make 
available. 


Mr. Warts. Thank you for your excellent statement. 
The point you made as a reason that you would like to see the inspec- 


tion under the Agricultural Marketing Service is because of person- 
nel? 
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Mr. Parker. They have the personnel, they have the experience, sir, 
and they also are conducting activities which must necessarily, I think, 
be closely coordinated with an effective inspection program like the 
Federal Grading Service and like the marketing research now in the 
Agricultural Marketing Service. I think there are actually more 
strong and more forceful reasons for moving the red-meat inspection 
over to the Agricultural Marketing Service than there is poultry in- 
spection to ARS. 

Mr. Warrs. Well, there are a number of bills to leave it to the dis- 
cretion of the Secretary. Now, in the event the Secretary should lift 
the poultry inspection bodily and put it in some other place, as long 
as they do the same type of job, same rigid type of inspection, I don’t 
think anybody would object to that. Would your organization ? 

Mr. Parker. I think they would probably not do as good a job if 
that were done because of the other types of activities which are being 
conducted in the Agricultural Marketing Service. I think, and I am 
at a loss to understand why some people feel so strongly that it should 
be in ARS, because as has been pointed out the red-meat inspection 
division is there, but that I think is largely a historical accident. It’s 
50 years old. It was placed in the Department of Agriculture at a 
time when there wasn’t much in the Department of Agriculture except 
research and it became a part of the old Bureau of Animal Husbandry 
which was transferred to the ARS when it was established and it has 
just historically been there, and I think that that is the reason that 
it is probably continued through all these years. 

Mr. Warts. Well, would your organization object to it being left to 
the Secretary’s discretion for the placing of poultry inspection ? 

Mr. Parker. In that connection the resolution which the Grange 
adopted at its 89th annual meeting did not specify other than to place 
it in the Department of Agriculture. After the hearings last year 
there have been many discussions at the farm level and elsew here, and 
at the 90th annual convention last November the delegates adopted 
the resolution which I read which urges that it be placed in the 
Poultry Branch. Now, whether that be done legislatively or admin- 
istratively, that’s probably something else. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, you are going to stick with your 
resolution. 

Mr. Parker. Iam strongly buttressed by the resolution. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, because it was my privilege to attend 
the hearings a year ago which were before the Poultry Subcommittee 
and other know ledge, I do appreciate Mr. Parker being here to testify 
at this hearing because I know that he attended them before and fol- 
lowed this legislation as a representative of the Grange very closely, 
and I appreciate your testimony, Mr. Parker. 

On this matter of antemortem inspection, I don’t want to belabor 
this point any further, Mr. Chairman, except to make this one inquiry. 
Tam sure you have heard some previous witnesses say that they wanted 
this to be made mandatory and then in their same statement say all 
the regulations pertaining to it should be at the discretion of the 
Secretary. 

Mr. Parker. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. McIntire. I have been at a loss, frankly, to know just what we 
are accomplishing there. I appreciate the word is in there, but are 
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we accomplishing anything particular except to impose upon the Sec- 
retary an imposition or a requirement which he can only effectively 
administer by virtue of deciding just how to carry it out? By the 
same token, if the language were to be that the Secretary should carry 
out antemortem inspection as he felt necessary, what is the basic 
difference between the two ? 

Mr. Parker. Well, if I were the Secretary of Agriculture and you 
gave me a bill to administer, I’d ask you what you wanted me to do 
if you made it mandatory. 

r. MoIntime. I think so. I am very much confused as to just 
what is intended there. 

Mr. Dixon. Don’t you think he has brought up a very significant 
point that we haven’t heard before—I haven’t heard before in tes- 
timony—on the fact that they haven’t defined what antemortem inspec- 
tion should include? That is the way it occurs to me. He made a 
contribution to our thinking. 

Mr. McIntire. Well I think that Mr. Livney made a point which 
has not been mentioned before and which I should have mentioned 
myself because I am aware of it, and that is that the poultry industry 
has reached the point out at the farm level where you don’t walk into 
poultry pens and I think that most every poultry producer is very 
careful in disease control and is very much concerned about farm 
inspection, and I think to carry it to that point opens up an area 
that we need to give pretty careful thought to, because I have visited 
a number of poultry farms where, frankly, I thought the manager 
was perfectly right—I didn’t get any farther than his barnyard—and 
I think he was smart that that was as far as I got because he has got 
this problem of disease inspection and he can’t have everybody—not 
that an inspector is everybody—nevertheless the problem of the pens 
being open until such time as he is ready to go to the market. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you very much. 

Is there anybody that the committee has unintentionally overlooked 
that wants to testify ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Dixon. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to include in 
the hearings a telegram from the Norbest Turkey Growers’ Asso- 
ciation. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 

Satt LAKE City, Utau, March 7, 1957. 
Representative Atpous Drxon, 


House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Reference to hearings which are now going on in connection with poultry, I 
talked with you from Iowa about this and suggested that you support House of 
Representative bills 514 and 767. This is similar to Senate bill 313. A great 
deal of time has been spent on these bills to make them workable and to protect 
public health by the poultry industry nationally. We would like very much to 
see the Secretary of Agriculture have jurisdiction over this inspection service 
and put it in the department he sees fit. Also, we believe that post mortem 
inspection is a must and antemortem inspection should be optional by the 
inspection service. 

Thanking you for your interest and cooperation. 


HERBERT BEYERS, 
General Manager, Norbest Turkey Growers’ Association, 
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Mr. Warts. It will be admitted. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, before our record is closed for the 
day, Congressman Coffin, my colleague in the Maine delegation, asked 
me if I would file a statement at a later date which I would request be 
incorporated in the record along with the statements of other Mem- 
bers of Congress. But in view of his not being certain just when he 
might be available again, he did not want it to be made a part of the 
record. 

Mr. Watts. That will be filed. 

Mr. McIntire. I ask unanimous consent that it be handled in that 
manner. 

(Whereupon, at 5:45 p. m., the committee took a recess until Fri- 
day, March 15, 1957.) 








COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND 
POULTRY PRODUCTS 


FRIDAY, MARCH 15, 1957 


Hovuse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMopiry SUBCOMMITTEE ON Poutrry anp Eees 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 o’clock in Room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon. John C. Watts (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Mr. Warts. The subcommittee will come to order. 
We have with us this morning Congressman Hoeven, who has a 
short statement he would like to submit to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES B. HOEVEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IOWA 


Mr. Hoeven. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: 

Among other bills you are presently considering, H. R. 3052 intro- 
duced by me on January 16, 1957, in substance this bill provides for 
the compulsory inspection by the United States Department of Agri- 
culture of poultry and poultry products. I have no pride of author- 
ship in H. R. 3052 in that it is one of several similar bills now being 
considered by the subcommittee. 

You are familiar with the provisions of the legislation, so I will not 
take the time to elaborate upon the several provisions of H. R. 3052. 

Suffice it to say I feel that the inspection features of the bill should 
be by the Department of Agriculture and not by the Department of 
Commerce as is being urged in some quarters. 

It is my understanding that the industry dealing in poultry and 
poultry products is very much interested in the type of legislation 
now being considered by the subcommittee. The viable also is vitally 
interested. 

I sincerely trust that a workable bill may be presented to the Con- 
gress at this session incorporating the general provisions of H. R. 
3052 or similar bills. 

My chief objective is to present legislation which not only will be 
fair to the industry but which also w ill protect the health and welfare 
of the American people. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Warts. Questions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I simply want to say to Mr. Hoeven 
that there are 2 or 3 places in these bills which seem to be areas 
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in which there are substantial differences of opinion. One is in re- 
lation to wherein the Department of Agriculture should administer 
this, and the other is a provision relative to whether the word “know- 
ingly” shall remain in the bill as far as there having to be knowing 
infractions. Those are some points where you can give further 
thought on this, and we would appreciate it. 

Mr. Hoeven. I have great, confidence in the ability of this subcom- 
mittee to work out a bill which will be fair to both the industry and 
the American people, and whatever can be worked out certainly will 
have my approval. 

Mr. JoHnson. One other point is on the type of inspection, how the 
inspection should be done. Many think we should leave it up to the 
Department to determine that. 

Mr. Hoeven. I would think that that is likely a matter of adminis- 
tration which should be worked out by the Department. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Warrs. Any other Members of Congress present this morning ? 

(Discusion held off the record.) 

Mr. Watts. We would be delighted to hear from you at this point, 
Mr. Schwengel. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRED SCHWENGEL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IOWA 


Mr. ScHweneGeL. I would like unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks. I will not read my statement but I simply want to say I come 
here in support of House Resolution 5398, 5403 and 5498 which deal 
principally with one important point of this legislation which pro- 
poses to have inspection before poultry is accepted into the plant for 
processing. I think it is a geuil point. That is the principal point 
of my testimony. 

At this point I would like to insert this statement in the record. 

(The statement refered to is as follows:) 

Government inspection of food products is an old, and good, story to 
Iowans. We have had meat inspection for 50 years and we are very 
happy about it. 

The excellent consumer protection, which the effective standards of 
the meat inspection program provides, has helped Iowa’s economy 
tremendously. It has steadily expanded the market of our farmers 
and meatpacking industry. It has helped our economy to prosper, 
while at the same time assuring the American consumer that the beef 
she buys is wholesome. 

We, in Iowa, also have a sizable poultry industry and we expect the 
same benefits for it, as meat inspection brought to the meat industry. 
We look forward to an acceleration of the increase in poultry con- 
sumption. We are certain that the increasing consumer confidence 
in poultry will bring this about. 

But, Mr. Chairman, we must make certain that that consumer con- 
fidence is forthcoming. We must have inspection legislation which 
contains the necessary safeguards and is without loopholes. 

I understand that some of the legislation before this committee con- 


tains language in its “Penalties” and “Prohibited acts” sections which 
would make the measures very difficult to enforce. Such legislation, 
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it sems to me, would be self-defeating. It would provide certain pub- 
lic relations benefits for a while, but would soon be recognized as a 
mockery of effective consumer protection. 

Ante mortem inspection, is, 1 understand, a source of controversy. 
Frankly, I am surprised at that. Before slaughter inspection has in 
the meat industry served to curb many of the industrial and consumer 
hazards which once were the bane of the meatpacking industry’s 
existence. Also, I know of the health dangers which poultry workers 
face. I am certain that one of the objects of this legislation is to cut 
down the amount of infection and illmess among them. And manda- 
tory ante mortem inspection will accomplish that. 

I see no difficulty that the mandatory observation of a flock, coop, 
or batch before slaughter at the processing plant to weed out any 
sick birds will bring. Yet it will save human suffering. 

It is noteworthy to me that every public-health witness, including 
the Deputy Administrator of the Food and Drug Administration, 
has proposed that mandatory ante mortem inspection be enacted. 
They said it will not only protect workers, but also consumers. 

These public health, as well as the consumer, witnesses, have sup- 
ported the provisions of H. R. 5398, 5403, and 5484. They appar- 
ently consider that legislation provides the best safeguards. I, there- 
fore, believe these are the measures most likely to win the confidence 
of the consumer for the inspection program and most likely to provide 
the needed protection. They accomplish the twin purposes of this 
legislation. 

I, therefore, respectfully urge this committee to report either H. R. 
5398, H. R. 5403, or H. R. 5489. 

Mr. Warts. We thank you very much. I assure you that the com- 
mittee has been well lectured, both pro and con, with regard to in- 
spection. Of course, one can write a bill which probably won’t please 
anybody or probably won’t hurt anybody. 

We are delighted to have you with us this morning, Mrs. Sullivan. 
You may proceed in any manner you see fit. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSWOMAN LEONOR K. SULLIVAN, MEMBER 
OF CONGRESS FROM MISSOURI 


Mrs. Sutiivan. I realize you have had long and extended hearings 
on this, therefore, for the sake of brevity I will ask that my full 
statement be made part of the record, and I will summarize the points 
I feel should be stressed. 

Mr. Watts. You may proceed. 

Mrs. Suttivan. As the members of this subcommittee know, I have 
introduced two bills this year on the subject of compulsory Federal 
inspection of poultry for wholesomeness. They are completely dif- 
ferent in text and approach, but represent attempts to arrive at the 
same goal, and that is poultry in all of our stores which is pure and 
clean and wholesome, so that the consumer can buy in confidence and 
so that a troublesome and dangerous source of food poisoning can 
be removed. A good poultry-inspection bill will also bring an end, 
I believe, to these periodic epidemics of disease which have caused 
a number of tragic deaths to workers in poultry-processing plants, 
and which are a constant threat. 
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I think there is general agreement now that we must have some 
form of Federal inspection—compulsory inspection—of poultry. That 
was not so obvious last year when similar hearings were conducted 
by this subcommittee. But I think now that all groups concerned— 
certainly, first and foremost, the consumer, and also the poultry- 
processing plant workers, the stores, and the farmers, and the process- 
ing industry itself, and the Department of Agriculture along with 
the various public-health and public-sanitation groups all agree we 
must do something about the serious situation arising out of the sale 
of diseased, unwholesome, adulterated, unfit poultry and poultry 
products. 

Last year, at these hearings, I submitted for the record several long 
and comprehensive medical reports on the danger to the consumer 
from diseased poultry. A Public Health Service report showed 26 
diseases which were transmissible from poultry to humans. Another 
report I submitted contained some of the horror accounts of the con- 
ditions under which some of the poultry now in interstate commerce 
is produced—details to turn one’s stomach. 

I don’t think much more of that kind of testimony is necessary 
this year. Perhaps in the cause of having the whole story in one place, 
it might be worthwhile to include that material in the hearing record, 
in which case I would ask that you insert it in these hearings at the 
conclusion of my testimony. 

At that time, I also submitted the research material from the Li- 
brary of Congress which determined the form in which the bill I 
have introduced was drafted. It answers many of the questions of 
why we need legislation. 

This year, now that we seem to be so close to agreement among all 
interest groups that something should be done—that a compulsory 
Federal inspection law should be passed—I want to use my allotted 
time as a witness to discuss with you the type of bill we should have. 
I have noticed that all of your witnesses seem to agree we must have 
legislation. So I go on from that premise. 

As I said at the beginning of my testimony, I have introduced two 
bills this year on the subject of compulsory inspection of poultry. 
One of them, H. R. 12, is my own bill, that is, it was drafted under 
my direct supervision to carry out suggestions incorporated in a com- 
prehensive report which I had made for me on this subject by the 
Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress. 

This bill would simply amend the Meat Inspection Act in every 
relevant detail to include poultry along with beef, lamb, and veal as 
being subject to that act. 

The other bill which I have introduced, H. R. 5398, represents an 
approach suggested by a number of groups interested in effective 
inspection machinery. It was introduced in the Senate by Senator 
Humphrey and 13 other Senators. It is similar in many respects to 
most of the bills now before you except that it is much tighter and 
directed more at the consumer interest. This bill, in company with 
every other bill before you except H. R. 12, would set up a special law 
for poultry inspection, with all of the definitions and details which 
would be necessary in separate legislation applying only to poultry. 

In that respect, I think H. R. 12 is the much better approach. It 
takes the eminently successful 51-year-old Meat Inspection Act, which 
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has been tested, defined, clarified, and which has been made thoroughly 
understandable over the years to all concerned, and adapts these defi- 
nitions and standards to poultry. It provides the same exemptions 
for the poultry farmer as are provided in the Meat Inspection Act 
to livestock farmers. In short, H.-R. 12 takes a reliable, effective, 
successful, honest and well-run program of Government—a 51l-year- 
old program—and expands it just enough to include one additional 
function. 

Now let me make one thing very clear, and I stress this because it 
seems to be the major if not the only objection the Department of Agri- 
culture and the industry witnesses have voiced about H. R. 12. H. R. 
12 adopts the language of the Meat Inspection Act to poultry inspec- 
tion, that is true. But it does not say inspectors now inspecting beef 
should be transferred to poultry inspection; it does not say ante mor- 
tem inspection of poultry should be done in the same way a steer is in- 
spected before slaughter; it does not say the present Meat Inspection 
Branch of the Department of Agriculture should have jurisdiction 
over poultry; it does not say men who have spent 28 years inspecting 
poultry for the Department under the present voluntary program 
dare not. be retained under tle compulsory program; it does not say 
poultry is to be accorded any inferior status compared to the other 
meats. 

Then what doesitsay? First, itsays that poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts are now being marketed without adequate inspection to protect 
the public—and this is acknowledged by everyone who has testified 
here. Second, it says that in order to protect the general consuminng 
public, the health of those engaged in the poultry industry, and the 
reputation of the poultry industry itself, we have got to give the 
Secretary of Agriculture power to inspect, condemn, or regulate ship- 
ments of poultry. Everyone agrees with that. 

It also says this, that for— 
the purpose of preventing the use in interstate or foreign commerce of meat or 
poultry, and meat or poultry products which are unsound, unhealthful, unwhole- 
some, or otherwise unfit for human food, the Secretary of Agriculture shall cause 
to be made, by inspectors appointed for that purpose, an examination and inspec- 
tion of all cattle, sheep, swine, goats, and poultry before they shall be allowed 
to enter into any slaughtering, packing, meat-canning, rendering, or similar 
establishment or poultry processing plant in which they are to be slaughtered and 
the meat or poultry or poultry pieces, and meat or poultry food products thereof 
are to be used in interstate or foreign commerce; and all cattle, swine, sheep, 
goats, and poultry found on such inspection to show symptoms of disease shall 
be set apart and slaughtered separately from all other cattle, sheep, swine, goats, 
or poultry; and when so slaughtered the carcasses of said cattle, sheep, swine, 
goats, or poultry shall be subject to a careful examination and inspection, all as 
provided by the rules and regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, as provided for in sections 71-93 
of title 21, United States Code. 

It also says this: 

Provided, That at his discretion the Secretary of Agriculture may also regulate 
any shipments of poultry or poultry products which directly burden, obstruct, 
or affect interstate or foreign commerce. 

That is the heart of H. R. 12. Along with the other provisions of 
the Meat Inspection Act relating to actual inspections of carcasses, 
labeling, and so forth, this bill would enable us to have the kind of 
poultry-inspection program that everyone who has testified here says 
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we need. On the other hand, I hope you will note that this bill does 
not say any of the things or do any of the things that its critics have 
aoe including, I might add, the Assistant Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, Mr. Butz, who testified here on Wednesday. 

I want to quote what Mr. Butz had to say about H. R. 12, and this 
is all that. he had to say specifically directed at H. R. 12: 

Providing for poultry inspection through such legislation does not adequately 
recognize that poultry and red-meat industries are to a great degree distinct 
in the overall agricultural economy and that the protection of consumer health 
involves the application of inspection procedures which necessarily must be 
different for each. 

I wish I had been here when Mr, Butz testified. Unfortunately, 
I was tied up at that time in hearings of the Housing Subcommittee 
on which I serve. Had I been here when Mr. Butz testified, I would 
have liked to ask him whether he thought we must have different 
standards of cleanliness as between beef and poultry or whether we 
should have different standards of wholesomeness. Does he mean 
it is all right if poultry is half safe? Does he mean it is all right 
to have poultry processed in the usual fashion even if it shows symp- 
toms of disease? I am sure he does not. Then what does the double- 
talk mean, except that the Department of Agriculture seems to be 
more concerned about its bureaucratic structure and the compart- 
mentalization of functions than in getting a job done. For H. R. 12, 
as I read to you, gives the Secretary of Agriculture tremendously 
wide discretion in carrying out the actual details of poultry inspec- 
tion—just so long as the result is wholesome poultry food in our stores 
certified in the same way that our beef and lamb and pork are certified. 

This argument against H. R. 12 made by Assistant Secretary Butz 
seems to imply that once his own Department—his own Secretary—is 
given discretionary powers to set up a compulsory poultry inspection 
program, the Secretary—or the career people in the Department—will 
abuse those powers. They will discriminate against poultry. They 
will promote the red meats in preference to poultry. They will set 
out to hamper and handicap the poultry industry. 

Certainly there is no basis for any such implication. Then why is 
this ghost issue raised? I can only be led to believe that perhaps there 
is a feeling the standards which have been so successful for inspection 
of the red meats could not be met by the poultry industry without 
extensive loss of profits. Is that the real issue? Can’t poultry be 
marketed profitably if it must be properly inspected to insure whole- 
someness? We know for a fact that those firms which participate in 
the voluntary inspection program find it is good business to have their 
poultry inspected and certified as wholesome. But let us not forget 
that the present program is primarily a marketing program. A com- 
pulsory program should be directed to a larger extent at the consumer 
interest, and that would mean not only the post mortem but also ante 
mortem inspection. 

There has been so much made by some of the industry witnesses 
here over the necessity for keeping the program under the Agricultural 
Marketing Service that one begins to think there is perhaps too close 
a relationship there. I do not imply that. I merely say that their 
repeated protestations that the program dare not be moved from where 
it is now would cause one to wonder over the relationship. In fact, 
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one witness, from the Wisconsin Turkey Federation, even went so 
far as to say that it would be “impractical, unrealistic, and no doubt 
very disastrous to move the inspection service to a new and different 
administrative agency.” This line of thought runs through most of 
the testimony from industry people. , 

Now that is all right. I am not so much concerned over that point 
as I am over the fact that we must have some effective form of ante 
mortem inspection and that we must have standards just as tight as 
those in effect for meat inspection. 

In this respect, I feel that the Humphrey-Sullivan bill that is, 
H. R. 5398, is much stronger and much more effective than the some- 
what similar bills which have been endorsed by the Department and 
by industry spokesmen. H. R. 5398 would assign the inspection work 
to the Agriculture Research Service, which is the parent agency of 
the Meat Inspection Branch, and would require ante mortem inspec- 
tion, and in those respects is a much better bill, I think, than the 
others. It is also as to enforcement. 

I have introduced H. R. 5398 not to supersede H. R. 12, but rather 
in order to give the commiteee a choice of approaches to this problem 
of establishing an adequate inspection program. I personally prefer 
H. R. 12. I think it is a much better, much simpler approach. But, 
if you are going to insist on setting up an entirely new law and pro- 
gram for poultry inspection, without any reference to the long and 
successful history of meat inspection under the Meat Inspection Act, 
then I urge you to take the features of H. R. 5398 in preference to 
those of the other bills in this category. Let us not forget that the 
purpose of enacting a law is primarily to protect the consumer, not 
just to sell more poultry—although I know the latter is important to 
this committee. But the consumer must come first in your considera- 
tion, since, without his genuine belief in the effectiveness of the law 
you pass, your purpose in stimulating confidence in the poultry in- 
dustry’s offerings will not be realized. 

One last word. The Department of Agriculture, in recommending 
legislation, urges it not be made effective from a compulsory stand- 
point until July 1, 1959—214 years from now. In that respect, H. R. 
12 is not only stricter—it is frankly tough. It specifies the law should 
become effective in 6 months after enactment. 

Let me tell you my feeling about that. Once there is a compulsory 
inspection law on the books, the big processors who now participate in 
the voluntary program will automatically switch over, I am sure, to 
coverage under the law. The consumer will demand inspected 
poultry—as he should. The small processor, who might want to 
comply but cannot because the Department has not hired enough in- 
spectors to get the program underway—working on a 2-year schedule 
of gradual coverage—would be out in the cold. He would be put out 
of business, at least insofar as interstate sales or sales in the major 
cities would be concerned. 

Why not put into this law the 6-month grace period proposed in 
H. R. 12 and then provide for necessary exemptions but not on a 2- or 
3-year basis. Let us insist that the Department of Agriculture find 
the people to do the job which has to be done, so that all poultry can 
be covered promptly. A delay until July 1959, could be disastrous to 
many small firms which are anxious to sell their poultry on a competi- 
tive basis. 
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Mr. Warts. Thank you very much, Mrs. Sullivan, for that excellent 
statement. 

This whole committee knows of your intense interest in this matter 
and the great amount of research you have put into the preparation of 
your bill. 

I had the privilege of reading your complete statement last year. 
Many other members also have read it. I have also had the oppor- 
tunity of knowing you. You always take an active interest in those 
things that are beneficial to the consumer. 

I am sure your thoughts and the thoughts of the committee are 
aimed at the same purpose, and that is to write a good, workable 
poultry-inspection bill that would assure the public of the best poultry 
and at the same time not cripple the little producer. 

I think possibly we hope we can write such a bill. 

Mrs. Sutxrivan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warts. We are satisfied, at least I am because I cannot speak 
for the whole committee, that we cannot write a bill to meet all the 
objectives of everybody who testified because it would be worth noth- 
ing if we did. 

I can assure you as one member of the committee that it is our pur- 
pose, and I am sure it is the purpose of the committee, to give the 
House a good, effective inspection bill. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I think if we do get a bill which has a few teeth in it, and then when 
we find out some of the things that are wrong that require tightening, 
it can be done with amendments. I do hope we can enact something 
that will put them all under compulsory inspection. 

Mr. McIntire. I, too, want to join in commending the Congress- 
woman from Missouri for her very helpful testimony of today, and 
also of last year when I was here on this subcommittee. 

Mrs. Sullivan, I would like to refer particularly to the very last of 
your statement on page 9, your reference there to the effective date 
of the act. Actually the effective date would be relatively soon but 
the final date where everybody would meet the terms of the act is the 
date to which you refer, I believe. 

The thought just comes to me that your point here that the reason 
for that delay is to provide, perhaps, a dilatory program in getting 
inspectors available and things of that sort is not the context in which 
I have considered this final date. 

There are many processors who must make very substantial capital 
outlays in remodeling their facilities before they can become eligible 
under the requirements of compulsory inspection. 

My personal interest in this date to which you refer has been far 
more on the side of the small processor than it has in the point you 
have made in this testimony. 

Perhaps your point has a place in there, but basically the adjust- 
ment the small processors have to make requires some time. They have 
to acquire capital; they have to get construction underway to remodel 
their facilities, or the effective date of this act will just put them out 
of business. 

Mrs. Sutttvan. Mr. McIntire, my feeling on this is that if we put 
it off on a gradual basis for 2 years or 3 years before they must comply 
it will give the big processor more advantage. He can turn over in 
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most cases tomorrow to the compulsory inspection and the Federal 
inspection the moment the thing is enacted. 

However, the little fellow, by the time he gets his plant rebuilt and 
all these necessary requirements to meet the sanitary conditions, he 
will really be pushed out by the big man because the business will be 
taken away from him. 

Mr. McIntire. Yes, but don’t you think we should look at this date 
on which he must be under the law from the standpoint of giving that 
little fellow time to get under the law? 

Mrs. Suniivan. My feeling would be to make that law within 6 
months and then let the Secretary of Agriculture use his discretion 
there to give the periods of grace to those who are showing their will- 
ingness to comply. 

If we wait and say “In 3 years you will have to do it,” in those 3 
years’ time that man may not even be able to get inspection because 
there will not be enough inspectors. All the larger processors will 
possibly have used up most of the inspectors that are hired. 

My thought was to put it in quickly, and then as long as they are 
showing that they are complying give them the period of grace after 
the law is in effect. 

It seemed to me that that would give the little man, the little proc- 
essor, a better chance. 

Of course, I am worried, too, about the intrastate situation. In 
H. R. 12 it gives the Secretary the discretionary powers to handle it. 
I feel that the State inspectors probably will be against it because they 
may feel “Well, we are doing a good job. We don’t want to lose our 
job and have the Federal inspectors take over.” 

But again I think those things can be worked out in some way. 

My thought is this: When a consumer comes in, and I speak wholly 
from the consumer standpoint because I don’t know the problems of 
the processor. I just know when they are not clean and working under 
sanitary and clean conditions and when they are not putting out and 
»rocessing wholesome poultry they will suffer as well as the public, and 

am looking at the public’s viewpoint. We want something that is 
inspected just the way our meats are inspected. 

When a consumer comes into the market, and he sees one piece of 
poultry stamped with a Federal inspection stamp, and then he sees 
another piece not stamped at all, or probably with just a State stamp, 
there will have to be something worked out so that the consumer knows 
if it is a good State inspection law it.is just as safe then as the Federal. 

How that is to be worked out I don’t know, but I think that is some- 
thing that should come under the Secretary of Agriculture. 

I feel if it is put under either the Red Meat Act or under the Agri- 
cultural Research Branch, I think they can work these things out. 

If it stays under the Marketing Branch, I feel the consumer is not as 
important as the processor in their eyes because, after all, they are for 
producing more, selling more, and marketing more, while the other 
is more for the wholesome product and the safety of the product. 

Mr. Warts. Mrs. Sullivan, we had this problem which you speak 
about before us and brought to our attention by a number of witnesses. 
Some have said we should delay a reasonable length of time, some- 
thing like 6 months, which is the longest period suggested, before the 
act becomes effective in order that smaller processors may have an 
opportunity to get their plants in order. 
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Mrs. Sutzivan. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. So he can come into the program along with those now 
being voluntarily inspected who are ready, as you said, to move right 
in. 

Mrs. Sunitvan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. I think the committee is thinking about having a 
period of time in there which will give the smaller processor an oppor- 
tunity to do some of the remodeling and get himself in shape so that 
he can accept the compulsory inspection along with those who are 
already ready. 

Otherwise, where you said some are being discriminated against, 
that is perfectly correct. 

I know if a housewife sees a Government seal on poultry she will 
get it, and those who have that type of poultry will advertise it ex- 
tensively. 

We therefore feel, at least I feel, there should be some lag before 
the act becomes effective. 

Mrs. Suttivan. Do you feel it would be well if the law is put into 
effect in a 6-month period rather than waiting 2 or 3 years, if it is put 
into effect in 6 months to give the Secretary that discretionary power 
to say, “I see you are doing something to put your plant in A-1 condi- 
tion, or the condition we require,” and then they can give them a cer- 
tain period of grace to comply with the law? 

Mr. Warts. While I do not want to commit myself as to what we 
will finally try to write into the legislation, an approach of that kind 
strikes me as being reasonable. It is a question of working out the 
problem of being sure we will not cripple somebody in setting the 
time period. 

Mrs. Sutxivan. That is my thought. The moment we get into 
the enactment of the law, if you do not do something that will pro- 
tect the little fellow, then he probably will be left out in the rain. 
We have to watch it. 

Mr. Jounson. I do not think there has been too much thought about 
waiting 2 or 3 years, but it has been brought out it will take the De- 
partment quite a period of time to get ready. Half of the industry 
gets voluntary inspection and the other half requires people who have 
to be competent to do it, and so on. The Department itself says it will 
take more than 6 months to be ready. I don’t think anybody is think- 
ing 2 or 3 years. 

Mrs. Sutrivan. If they make it effective in 1959, and I think that 
was the testimony of some 

Mr. Jounson. The majority of those who have testified have not 
asked us to put it off 2 or 3 years. 

Mr. Warts. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Tuomrson. This is going perhaps into detail, but you seem to be 
better posted than most people are. We will have some confusing 
arguments about ante mortem inspection. What do you visualize in 
the way of ante mortem inspection? Where would it start; would it 
be right at the plant, and, if so, where would it go from there? 

Mrs. Suttivan. You know, I will speak from imagination. I have 
never seen a shipment of poultry come into a processing plant, but I 
should imagine they come in in crates. I don’t see how it could be 
done anyplace but at the processing plant, and as these crates of poul- 
try come in it is my understanding that a trained person—and I don’t 
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mean it has to be just a veterinarian but a trained person to inspect 
this poultry—can look at a batch of poultry, clin turkeys, or 
whatever they are, and can pick out or lay aside and say, “Put these 
aside until we can look them over more carefully. These don’t look 
as though they should be in with healthy poultry.” 

I don’t think it has to be done, except in specific cases, on a bird- 
to-bird basis. I don’t know how else they could inspect them if it 
was not at the processing plant. It may be where they load them into 
these trucks or trains they can do that; I don’t know. However, 
before they get into the plant to be killed they have to be inspected 
somewhere. 

Mr. THomrson. Speaking from the standpoint of the small proces- 
sor, that is a perfectly reasonable proposal. As a matter of fact, 
the processor, himself, when he buys a crate of fowl, looks them over. 
He cannot consistently buy substandard birds. If he does it will 
spoil his business. 

Mrs. Suuuivan. That is right. 

Mr. Tuompson. I don’t see how you can avoid having ante mortem 
inspection to that extent. This is a fear which seems to be ground- 
less, but apparently somebody in the early stages of this problem got 
the idea that they ought to go out and inspect ae. If that is done, 
of course, it creates an almost insurmountable problem. 

Mrs. Sunuivan. I don’t know how anything like that could be done, 
but, as I say, I am speaking on those things from imagination, because 
Iamacity girl. I don’t know much about that. 

Mr. Tuompson. You have a very reasonable imagination, Mrs. Sul- 
livan. If we were all that reasonable there would be no question 
about this bill and what you have in mind would be passed. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you very much, Mrs, Sullivan. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will leave these, 
and if you feel it is a repetition of what was in last year use your 
own judgment. This is the study behind the poultry bill I intro- 
duced last year and reintroduced this year, 

Mr. Warts. Thank you. 

Mr. Tuompson. The committee might profit very much if Mrs. 
Sullivan could sit with us. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Thank you, gentlemen. I have another committee, 
on the housing bill, which I must attend. 

Mr. Warts. Congressman Sisk. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN B. F. SISK, OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. I shall take only a moment of your time. I have only a 
very short statement which T will request the privilege of filing, and 
simply say that in California and in my area there has been a great 
deal of interest in this poultry-inspection problem. I am very much 
interested and very much concerned about the situation as it exists 
at present, and certainly it would be my hope that your committee 
finds it possible to bring out a bill which this Congress can act upon 
favorably in this session, because I think it is a matter which has been 
neglected perhaps far too long. 

I want to commend the committee on their interest and concern with 
the problem by holding these hearings. 
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I have stated in this very short statement which I have with me 
that I am supporting H. R. 377 and similar bills. 

I might say I am not an expert on this particular matter. I have 
not read all the bills that have been ‘itrodaned. I understand there 
are some considerable differences in some of the bills. H. R. 377 I 
have read. Certainly I do support in principle the idea of an ade- 
quate inspection of poultry, both for the protection of the consuming 
public as well as making more equitable competition between various 
areas. I think it will eliminate a lot of racetrack operations and 
certainly bring into line more equitable competition for the consumers’ 
dollar in the poultry field. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your allowing me to appear. 

(The statement is as follows :) 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before your 
committee and give my vigorous support to the passage of H. R. 377. 
I have had a great deal of correspondence from people in my area, 
as well as other sections of the Nation, who are concerned about the 
inadequate inspection procedure regarding poultry products. 

I feel that the American people are entitled to know that the poultry 
meat they purchase has been properly inspected and is wholesome in 
every respect. It is my belief. that the legislation proposed by H. R. 
377 will provide that protection and that it is essential we take expe- 
ditious action on a matter that has been too long neglected. 

Further, Mr. Chairman, it is my belief that this legislation will 
tend to equalize competition among producers and poultry processors. 
As the situation exists at the present time, there are those producers 
and processors who are sincerely concerned with the quality of their 
product and are complying with the high standards necessary in order 
to deliver a wholesome product. Yet, unfortunately, we have other 
groups in the poultry field who have not found it expeditious to so 
conduct their operations. In all too many cases, diseased and un- 
wholesome poultry has moved into the markets, due to improper in- 
spection in unclean premises and careless handling in the processing 
of the finished product. 

For these reasons and others which I will not burden the committee 
with in the interest of saving time now, I wish to lend my support 
to this bill and to respectfully request this committee to favorably 
report the bill to the House at the earliest possible moment. Thank 
you for the opportunity to appear. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you very much for your fine statement. 

Questions ? 

Mr. McIntire. Congressman Sisk, what area is your district ? 

Mr. Sisk. The 12th Congressional District. Fresno, Calif., is my 
hometown. 

I might say we have a very sizable poultry production in that 
area. ‘Turkeys are the largest along that line. We also have a large 
fryer and broiler industry. 

Mr. Jounson. Are you familiar with the inspection now going on 
in California? I understand you have a very strict State law at 
the present time. 

Mr. Sisk. I will say this: In the State of California we do have 
what we feel to be rather adequate inspection, but, of course, we are 
confronted—and here I am not throwing brickbats at any other 
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State—at the present time our fryer and broiler industry is in dire 
straits. Many of our people have gone bankrupt due to the dumping 
into the State of meat birds from many other areas of the country, 
and in many cases we feel poultry that is improperly inspected that 
is not up to the standards and which has been produced under con- 
ditions that make it wholly unfair from a competitive standpoint, 
this seriously has injured our industry out there. Certainly just a 
State inspection is not sufficient. It is something we must handle on 
a national basis. 

I understand in Mr. McIntire’s State he has a generally clean opera- 
tion. As I say, I am not throwing brickbats at any other State, but 
we are at present faced with serious situations, what we consider to 
be dumping. 

In fact, I had some recent figures : 

I believe the consumption of fryers and broilers in the State of 
California are running about 3 million pounds a week at present. 

My colleague from California may correct me if these figures are 
not correct because he may have better figures than I have. 

As T recall recently there were 3 million pounds a week, but the 
domestic consumption of domestic poultry had dropped to the point, 
because of the dumping at very low prices of poultry coming in from 
outside the State, to 800,000 pounds. By that I mean actu: ally of the 
3 million pounds a week that the consumers used of poultry, only 
800,000 pounds of that was California-produced poultry, which means 
we had lost over two-thirds of our market within the State due to very 
low prices, and in many cases we feel inferior grades of meat coming in. 

Mr. Hagen. Do you know if this inspection. law of the State requires 
antemortem inspection ? 

Mr. Sisk. That I am not sure of. I will say this: I am not too well 
versed on the exact requirements of California inspection. About all 
I know about it is that it is my understanding among poultry people, 
both producers and processors, is that we do have a good inspection 
law in general. Whether it requires that type of inspection I am not 
sure. 

Mr. Hacen. You indicated Maine also has a good system of inspec- 
tion. There is apparently some concern about the fact there will be 
some displaced inspectors if the Federal statute is passed. 

Have you had any similar expressions of fear from California? 

Mr. Sisk. You mean by that, that State— 

Mr. Hagen. People will be put out of a job because under this pres- 
ent program, this voluntary program, the Federal Government some- 
times uses State employees. 

Is that correct, Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntire. I think I should state that I am not aware of any 
concern in the arrangements for poultry inspection in Maine. There 
is no concern about somebody being put out of a job. 

The inspection service that we have in Maine is operated under a 
Federal-State agreement, and the inspectors are licensed and trained. 
They have a Federal man assigned to them as supervisor but they are 
licensed inspectors on the line, and our interest in this legislation, i in 
relation to our experience, is that we feel perhaps there is an area 
where we could continue to use agreements worked out as between the 
Federal Government and the State, and that there probably also would 
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be an area where you could use licensed inspectors rather than those 
inspectors who are full-time Federal employees. We need some flex- 
ibility in this legislation to get good supervision. There should be 
no compromise on supervision, it should be a Federal inspection pro- 
ram. 

- However, the mechanics of it may well be worked out by virtue of 
Federal-State agreements or by virtue of licensing inspectors who are 
under the direct supervision and control, without any shadow of a 
doubt, of the Federal Government so far as quality of inspection is 
concerned. 

I think the present personnel, generally speaking, the present per- 
sonnel in service would be well qualified to continue regardless of 
where the employment comes from. 

Mr. Sisx. I might say in answer to my colleague’s question, of 
course, I have had no mention of that in my communications, and 
actually I would be inclined, in this case certainly, to agree with the 

entleman from Maine, that it would seem to me that that would not 
an item. 

I think there probably would be a demand for qualified inspectors, 
that is, people who are really in a position to know what they are 
talking about. 

In fact, there may even be a shortage of that type of person in the 
country at the present time; I don’t know. 

The people that I have heard regularly for the past several years 
are people who are vitally concerned with the things these bills deal 
with which is protection of consumers to eliminate diseased meats, and 
so forth. They are anxious to see some type of program. It is possi- 
ble for some displacement but I would hardly anticipate that. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, it is your thought that he might change 
who he is working for but would still have a job. 

Mr. Sisk. That would be my thought. 

Mr. Watts. If he is qualified ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes, and if he is not qualified he should not be doing it 
anyway. 

Mr, Watts, It is your thought in writing this legislation we should 
give consideration to some type of cooperation between the State and 
the Federal Government? 

Mr. Sisk. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, it would be unreasonable, I would 
assume, to have the same bird inspected twice. 

Mr, Sisk. Exactly, Mr. Chairman. I would think that would be 
most unfortunate. I would like to see, certainly, complete coopera- 
tion there. I think it would be necessary. Certainly I do not believe 
States would want to have the Federal Government moving in, and 
I would not favor it, to the detriment or destruction of what the State 
believes to be a good program. We should call for something that 
would require cooperation there. 

Mr. Warts. I think we are in agreement on that pretty much, 
Thank you for your fine statement. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, sir, 

Mr. Warts. Congressman Coffin, will you come around, please, 
sir. We are delighted to hear from you. 

Mr. Corrin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Warts. You may proceed, Congressman. I know of your in- 
terest. In order that the subcommittee might get the full import of 
your work, if it will not take too long I suggest you read the entire 
statement. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I would like to observe that my col- 
league from Maine, Mr. Coffin, presented his statement eo 
to the committee—I believe it was on the 8th—and at that time 
suggested that it be included in the record at the time the Members of 
Congress testified on this matter. 

I wan to say that Mr. Coffin, I think, will be very helpful to us 
because he has had experience in Maine in representing the poultry 
industry in some of its legal matters. I am very happy that he is 
with us this morning to counsel with us relative to this legislation. 

Mr. Corrmy. Mr. Chairman, what I would like to do rather than 
read the statement which you have, if it is permissible, is to sum- 
marize it succinctly and then discuss any particular points that you 
gentlemen might feel like asking. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK M. COFFIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


Mr. Corrrx. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I want 
to thank you for the opportunity of appearing before you to testify 
on this most important legislation. I approach this task with double 
diffidence because of the fact that I am not a poultry expert in any 
sense of the word and also because I realize that my able colleague 
from Maine, Congressman McIntire, one of the distinguished members 
of this committee, can give this matter the benefit of his background 
and opinion, 

There are four reasons why I sought to come before you to register 
my support for compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products 
shipped in interstate commerce. First, I come from a State where the 
poultry industry, within the past 15 years, has multiplied many times, 
to the point where it has on occasion surpassed in dollar volume even 
the potato industry, and, in so doing, has broadened the base of our 
economy in Maine. The center of this industry, not only in Maine, but 
in New England, lies in 5 of the 7 counties of my district. The legisla- 
tion before you concerning the compulsory inspection of poultry and 
poultry products is of great importance to our economy. I am happy 
to be able to say that I am convinced that the interest of this area 
and this industry is identical with the national interest. 

My second reason is that Congressman McIntire and I, before the 
commencement of this session of Congress, have met with and de- 
liberated with all of the major processors of poultry in our State. 
We gained an intimate acquaintance with their problems and the 
problems of the industry as a whole. If, therefore, I can corroborate 
and support the thinking of my colleague in this measure, I shall feel 
that my presence will have been worthwhile. 

My third reason is that, before becoming a member of this body, I 
was a practicing lawyer. I had a general practice. Part of this 
practice might well be called “fowl,” for I represented on occasion 
poultry processors having inspection difficulties. I came to know at 
least that part of the industry with which we are here concerned. I 
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learned the limits of the practicable and J saw instances of raw injustice 
caused by the existence of law enacted without a full realization of the 
problems of even the most conscientious of processors. 

My final claim to your attention is based on our own experience in 
this field of inspection in Maine. At the present time, inspection of 
poultry products is on a voluntary basis. Nevertheless, all Maine 
eviscerating plants are under Federal inspection, with the plants pay- 
ing the entire cost. At the present time, I believe, Maine is the only 
State in the United States in which all eviscerating plants are under 
Federal inspection. 

Let me describe to you the system presently in force in Maine, quot- 
ing a recent report from our State department of agriculture: 

On May 21, 1956, the Maine Department of Agriculture entered into a coopera- 
tive agreement with the United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultura! 
Marketing Service, which provided for a Federal-State poultry inspection service. 
Essentially, the agreement provides that there will be no other poultry inspection 
service utilized in the State; that the service will operate in accordance with the 
Federal regulations governing the grading and inspection of poultry and edible 
products thereof and with the Maine food law; that the State will collect the fees 
necessary, employ the necessary personnel and pay the salaries and expenses 
necessary to provide the service. The State charges each participating plant 
$1.50 per thousand pounds of eviscerated poultry to cover expenses incurred by 
the State and also charges 20 cents per thousand pounds which is forwarded to 
the Federal agency to cover administrative and supervisory costs, above the 
State level. Dr. Stanford D. Merrill was appointed Federal-State supervisor to 
administer and supervise the service within the State. Four plants are operating 
under this program. Six State-employed veterinarians, one federally employed 
veterinarian, and 15 lay inspectors are utilized exclusively in providing 
inspection coverage. 

From May 21 to June 30, 1956, 8,661,046 pounds of poultry were inspected and 
128,648 pounds were condemned in the operation of this service. 

It is expected that 1 more plant, comparable in production capacity to the 4 
now utilizing the service, will be operating in the near future. 


Our plants are modern, efficient, and sanitary. Our growers and 
processors take pride in producing and selling wholesome quality poul- 
try products. They have followed this practice because they know it is 
not only good for the consumer, but it is good for the seller as well. 
The consumer acceptance of Maine grown and processed poultry has 
proven the wisdom of their actions. 

I mention this, not only because I am proud of the record of the 
poultry industry in my State in selling wholesome poultry products, 
but because I want to make it clear that in advocating a Federal inspec- 
tion law I am not being critical of these producers and processors. 

It would be presumptuous for me to talk to you at length about the 
advantages of compulsory Federal inspection of poultry and poultry 
products. At the last session of Congress proposals similar to those 
before you now were presented for your consideration. We all know 
the success of the Meat Inspection Act in protecting consumers in 
their purchase of red meat. 

We are aware also that. today, in spite of the enlightened attitude of 
reputable producers, there are poultry producers and processors who 
are not concerned about the protection of the consumer. They are 
interested in selling a product without regard to its effect on the health 
of others. We need a compulsory Federal inspection act to protect our 
citizens from the 26 poultry diseases which are transmissible to human 


beings. 





| 
| 





INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 281 


As I said at the outset, I do not pose as an expert on poultry, al- 
though I know a good drumstick when I see one. I shall not attempt 
to examine all the details of the various proposals, but I would like to 
raise some questions for your consideration in examining the bills 
before you. 

I shall use as a focal point Congressman McIntire’s bill, H. R. 767, 
with which I am in entire agreement, without attempting to identify 
the precise provisions of other measures, but merely referring to the 
substance of some of them. 

I want to make 1 big point and document it with 5 specific 
observations. The big point is this: We are proposing to enter a new 
field of regulation for this industry. This is going to impose adjust- 
ments on many farmers and businessmen. It seems to me that the 
sound way to do this is with moderation. I would rather see enacted 
a law erring on the side of flexibility than on that of rigidity, so long 
as the provisions are reasonably devised to accomplish ‘the goals. If 
experience proves that an error exists, it can and should result in 
needed amendments. 

It is with this philosophy in mind that I discuss five instances where, 
in my opinion, we should try a moderate or flexible approach before 
resorting to a more extreme or rigid one. 

First, the question of ante mortem or preslaughter inspection. The 
detection of disease in a live bird is often difficult, and I am told that 
there are occasions when it is hard to distinguish between a sick bird 
and one that is merely unhappy. In other words, it would be possible 
to condemn a flock of birds, at great loss to the processor, when the 
apparent disease is nothing more than the natural discomfort of a 
bird in a cage anticipating its imminent demise. 

A recent case affecting a Maine processor may illustrate my point. 
An Army inspector, in an antemortem inspection, took 6 birds from 
a flock of 32,000. These birds showed signs of sickness, and the inspec- 
tor rejected the entire flock of 32,000 as ‘being unfit because of disease. 
The flock was processed, and the Government inspector found on post 
mortem examination that only one-third of 1 percent were in any way 
diseased. However, the rejection caused a considerable loss to the 
processor. 

If antemortem examinations are to be incorporated in the bill re- 
ported by this committee, there should be careful safeguards, either 
in the law or in the Secretary’s regulations, to prevent “undue loss to 
the processor through misleading antemortem examinations. 

I believe that the flexibility in HH. R. 767 is the logical starting point. 

The second, and allied, question is that of post “mortem inspection. 
Here again I feel that the language in section 6 (a) of H. R. 767 
allows adequate flexibility. I feel less strongly about this, because I 
know that in Maine under our voluntary program we do insist on a 
carcass-by-carcass inspection. But in setting up the program there 
may be practical difficulties which would make a flexible law desirable. 

Third, the same reasoning leads me to prefer the language of H. R. 
767, section 4 (i) which defines “inspector” as “any person authorized 
by the Secretary of Agriculture to inspect poultry and poultry prod- 
we OF" ee difficulty of recruiting full time Feder al em rloyees 
may be a most substantial one. Here is an instance where a “soft” pro- 
vision could be tried, leaving it to experience to determine the advis- 
ability of amendments. 
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Fourth, I speak feelingly in favor of leaving the word “knowingly” 
in the penalty section (H. R. 767, sec. 13) and also in the prohibited 
acts section (H. R. 767, sec. 9, (¢) (d)). In our zeal to plug all possible 
loopholes, we can easily take on the attributes of a police state. It has 
been my experience that the processors in my area are among the most 
progressive and conscientious businessmen I know. Their plants are 
certainly among the most modern in the country. But even here, with 
a volume of tens of thousands of birds processed a day, with every bird 
subjected to inspection, once in a while bruised birds, or those possess- 
ing some defect (not necessarily, and often not injurious to human 
consumption) will slip by, be packed and shipped in interstate com- 
merce. They will constitute technical violations. The first few may 
be forgiven by the inspectors. If this is repeated several times in 
the course of several years, the inspectors are very apt to view the 
processor as a dangerous culprit. Very well. The president of the 
corporation, together with the corporation, are indicted for a mis- 
demeanor. They plead guilty (for guilty knowledge is not part of 
the crime) and are fined. This, you say, is a minor matter. But in- 
evitably there is a second time, and this time both the corporation and 
its president are indicted for a felony, with the 2 year imprisonment 
and $10,000 fine provisions applicable. 

Gentlemen, I have seen this happen to a model processing plant and 
to its very law-abiding and civic-minded president. I don’t mind tell- 
ing you that I felt in this case that our basic principles of justice had 
somehow miscarried. 

I believe that the welfare of the people can be amply safeguarded 
without paying the price of condemning a man as a felon because some- 
where in the processes of mass production there was human error by an 
inspector on the line. One might as well threaten the president of 
General Motors if a faulty axle slips by an inspector in Detroit. 

At least let us set up this program without this harsh standard, and 
see how it works. 

Finally, and for the same basic reason that underlies everything I 
have been saying, I hope that section 9 (i) of H. R. 767 will be substan- 
tially unaltered, at least until experience proves this unwise. This 
exempts from the status of a prohibited act the transportation of 
poultry “between official establishments.” This involves “New York 
dressed” or noneviscerated poultry. A flat prohibition of such ship- 
ments would work a considerable hardship on certain segments of the 
industry, and could very easily drive out of business certain smaller 

rocessors who have, heretofore, worked entirely in this area. There 
is, at the present time, a considerable demand for such poultry, particu- 
larly in metropolitan areas. 

It would seem to me that the provisions of H. R. 767 allow the devel- 
opment of an inspection plan to protect the public from diseased, non- 
eviscerated poultry without putting these small plants out of business. 

In closing, I wish to commend the committee for its diligence and 
interest in the protection of consumers from the deleterious effects of 
unwholesome poultry products. It is my earnest hope that we shall be 


able to adopt appropriate measures to provide maximum protection for 
the public, without imposing undue burdens on producers and proc- 
essors. Let us strive not to eviscerate the poultry industry. 

I would preface this with the statement that I am not an expert. I 


have most of the poultry in my district but Mr. McIntire has most of 
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the knowledge in his district. We are both acquainted with the prob- 
lems as they exist. We have worked together with regard to our 
people in Maine. 

The principal reason that I am here is merely to bring to you some 
of the very limited experience I have had, not with regard to the whole 
scope of the poultry industry, but with regard to some areas where the 
poultry processor and the law come into contact with each other. I 
have represented on some occasions some of our processors. I do not 
represent them now. I do not practice law now. I have no in- 
terest in them except to help bring out as good legislation as we can. 

My philosophy on approac hing this was simply this: That we should 
go into this area with knowledge of the generally good record of most 
processors and with knowledge of the burdens that we might face if 
we enacted at one fell swoop the most rigid, rigorous, and inflexible 
law. I think that the sound way to approach this is to do what is 
practicable and reasonable to try out what seems to be sensible. If 
more rigorous measures are needed later on, we should be prepared 
to amend any law that is passed in the direction of rigor and rigidity. 
By that I do not mean that we should enact a law that has no meaning 
or no teeth. But what I mean, I think will be apparent as we come 
down to brass tacks. 

One point I made was on the business of ante mortem inspection. 
There I am not equipped to say how it can be done or whether it can 
be done. But in my statement I just pointed out on the bottom of the 
third page a case that happened. It is something we should guard 
against in my legislation. An Army inspector in Maine was conduet- 
ing an ante mortem inspection and he detec ted 6 birds which were sick, 
he thought. He rejected the entire flock of 32,000. On final processing 
only one-third of 1 percent were found to ive any way diseased. In the 
meantime the processor had to hold up his entire contract. It cost him 
a considerable loss. 

This just points up the difficulty. At the present time I have felt 
that latitude in a law was desirable to enable the administration to 
devise whatever practicable means could be employed rather than 
saying every bird must be subjected to an ante mortem inspection. 

T had the privilege of sitting with this committee the other day and 
hearing some witnesses. I learned a lot. One of the things I learned 
was that there was by no means any unanimity of opinion as to how 
practicable ante mortem was. So in drafting a law with that state of 
the knowledge, I think perhaps we have to be experimental rather than 
final and authoritative in a detailed sense. 

The second point I made, and it was a minor point, was on the 
flexibility provisions in Mr. McIntire’s bill. I have used that as a point 
of reference. I have been more familiar with that. But in his bill 
and in some others flexibility is allowed for post mortem. I feel less 
strongly about this because in Maine we have a carcass-by-careass 
inspection post mortem. I feel that would undoubtedly be resorted to 
in most, if not all cases. The only place it would not be resorted to 
would be presumably in the first stage of the program where we did 
not have the personnel. But if you postpone putting a program into 
effect for a period of time, it may very well be possible to have a ear- 
cass-by-carcass provision for post mortem. 

89831—57——19 
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I have as a third point the definition of inspector as any person 
authorized by the Secretary. I have listened to discussion as to 
whether the inspector should only be a full-time Federal employee 
with civil-service status in every sense of the word or whether he 
should be held up to Federal standards and operated under a Federal 
license. I think personally that the exchange the other day between 
Mr. McIntire aul one of the witnesses, whose name I forget now, | 
think he was one of the veterinarians. The gentleman admitted under 
cross-examination that he saw no real reason why federally licensed 
employees held up to Federal standards would not do the job as well 
as 1f he had all the perquisites, obligations, and so forth of the regular 
full-time employee. Coming from him I thought that was significant. 

There are two remaining points that I want to stress. These are 
the main reasons I am here. My text is on page 4 of the statement. 
This concerns the use of the word “knowingly” in the criminal side 
of the proposed law. I have the present feeling that the committee 
should explore quite thoroughly alternative ways of getting a law 
that will be enforceable before it imposes the penalty of a felony on 
any individual because of a violation. 

This is the experience that I have had. I have represented a 
processor who was a very substantial processor with a very fine plant 
in every sense of the word. He is not, as Congressman Sisk defined 
some, he is not a racetrack operator at all. It is a tremendous invest- 
ment. Yet once in a while a bird did get through inspection and was 
found in New York on arrival to be defective. The first time this 
happened he pleaded guilty to a misdemeanor, both he and his com 
pany. They paid a reasonable fine. Then, in the course of the next 
couple of years there were a couple of other occasions. Finally the 
Department on another occasion where there was another bird or 
group of birds that came through they decided to prosecute. They 
did prosecute to the full extent. This time it is a felony under the 
way it is administered with the arrangements Maine has, the volun- 
tary arrangement. Food and Drug are the administrative agency. 
This is also the provision in some of the bills before you. 

I had the task of defending and knowledge of guilty intent or even 
due care was no defense whatsoever. I had to drop out of the case 
before the final trial because of other commitments. But the man was 
found guilty and the corporation was found guilty. That was a fel- 
only. It is not the money that is so bothersome. But here was a man, 
a solid, substantial citizen in his community, really a pillar of his 
community and really one of the founders of the poultry industry, 
one of the pioneers, one of the most reputable men in it. His case 
is being appealed but. as of the moment he is branded as a felon. It 
does not seem to me that we have, as a lawmaking body, done a job 
when that can happen. I have listened to the testimony of several] 
groups who say that if we do not have the word “knowingly” in the 
act it is not enforceable. But I am not sure we should leap to that 
conclusion this soon. I have in mind some suggestions that might 
be worth consideration. I have in mind your desire to come up with 
an enforceable statute. 

These may not be the final answer but they might be suggested. 
You and your staff and counsel might do well to probe this area. You 
might serve the purpose of enforceability and also the objective of jus- 
tice by enlarging the misdemeanor section. That is, for a second 
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offense instead of having it be a felony it could be another misde- 
meanor with a third offense as a felony. This is if you take out the 
word “knowingly.” You could have an offense rest upon gross neg- 
ligence. That is, you could impose a penalty if an operator has been 
guilty of gross negligence. In other words, the Government would 
not have to prove guilty knowledge and intent but just a very sloppy 
procedure. ; 

You might authorize triple-damage suits by buyers or consumers. 
That, for example, is in the Fair Labor Standards Act. Not only 
does the Government come in and indict, but a private citizen who has 
worked over-hours and for less than the minimum wage can bring a 
suit for triple damages. ; 

United States attorneys could on behalf of any citizen be authorized 
to institute a triple-damage suit. 

Or another suggestion is that when you come to your second offense, 
which is a felony, that if you got an individual who is chairman of 
the board or president of a fairly large processing plant, instead 
of saying that 7 is going to be individually a felon, you could impose 
the criminal penalty on the corporation but not impose it on the 
individual unless he has had some personal knowledge of this par- 
ticular act. It is possible, as has been testified, for dissatisfied, re- 
sentful employees to bag their employer by deliberately allowing 
some bad birds to go through. 

I think it is far more important that an individual be protected as 
far as a felony is concerned where he perhaps is the head of a sizable 
plant with several hundred employees and perhaps he is on the road 
most of the time. Perhaps his real function is selling. And yet under 
the law, if he is the responsible top officer of that corporation, he per- 
sonally has to answer and possibly go to pail. From what I know 
there is no way of guaranteeing that a bad bird will not slip through 
once in a while. It is all well and good to say the administration can 
take this into account and it need not prosecute. But people are 
human. I have felt in the course of my practice that once in a while 
I would come across an employee of the particular agency who was 
not exercising good, sound judgment. He perhaps was so close to 
his job of prosecution that he felt that that was his job, to get a 
conviction, and he did not have the perspective that perhaps we would 
expect and usually receive from employees in that position. 

here is another possibility of making some responsibility rest 
wan the inspector but that is a difficult problem because he is some- 
what like the policeman. You do not sue a policeman every time 
he lets a thief escape. It merely goes in his record and if it happens 
too often he is discharged or subjected to some sanctions. But there 
might be a way of putting some responsibility on the inspection but 
it could not be criminal. I suspect you would have to leave that to the 
administration of that particular branch of the Government. 
_ One final thing. I would be glad to discuss that point in question- 
ing but I want to take up the matter of New York dressed poultry. 

have covered that on page 5 of the statement. Here again I feel 
that to start out by flatly prohibiting this industry right off the bat is 
to act precipitously and not justly. . 

I would like to read into the record, if I might, a telegram which 
I have received from Albert Bouchard, who is president of the Aroos- 
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took Turkey Cooperative in Caribou, Maine, which is in Mr. McIn- 
tire’s district. He did not put me up to this. Knowing that this was 
a New York dressed firm I asked this gentleman for his reaction. I 
think what he says is interesting and is something for you to deliberate 
upon together with all the other evidence before you. 

He says: 

Forty thousand turkeys annually are produced in this area. Nearly all sold 
New York dressed. They normally bring substantial premium over frozen 
eviscerated in our Boston market area, evidence of high consumer acceptance. 
We definitely could not compete with the cheaper eviscerated and frozen products 
from other areas. Furthermore no facilities for dressing or eviscerating in 
this area. Aroostook sorely needs new agricultural enterprizes to bolster its 
shaky potato economy. Prohibition of New York dressed at this time would 
eliminate Aroostook County as a commercial producing area. Strongly urge 
you oppose this provision in the poultry inspection bill. 

There may have been abuses of New York dressed but I think to 
come in here and brand that product arbitrarily as being unsavory, as 
I have heard it being done before this committee, I think is not to 
have your eye on the detailed cases as they exist throughout the coun- 
try. I suspect that here, as in everything else, there are good pro- 
ducers and bad and that the good ones should not be penalized and 
arbitrarily driven out of the market because of what some have done. 

It is my feeling that the provisions of H. R. 767, for example, allow 
the development of an inspection plan to protect the public from any 
diseased poultry in the New York dressed line. Certainly I think we 
should attempt regulation before we attempt outright prohibition. 

That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman, except that I do appreciate 
this opportunity and the courtesy shown me. Also I want to commend 
this committee for its thoroughness in going into a difficult matter 
where you are beset with radically different points of view and yours 
is the task of coming up with something that is going to be a protec- 
tion to the public but will also be fair to a producer. I think it is easy 
to come in here and write the perfect bill. But I think what is re- 
quired of you is to write a practicable, well-balanced bill, that comes 
as near as possible to serving all the needs. 

Mr. Warts. Congressman Coffin, we thank you for your very fine 
statement. To my mind you have raised some questions and some 
more problems that this committee is going to have to deal with in 
finally writing legislation. 

Mr. Corrtn. I do not want to pose more problems than you have. 

Mr. Warts. You probably have not raised any more problems but 

you have emphasized some of them. 
’ With reference to New York dressed poultry I would gather from 
your statement that rather than condemn a type of poultry per se, 
that your thought is that the law should see to it that that type of 
poultry is wholesome poultry. 

Mr. Corrtn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. Over a long period of time the trade is used to what 
is known as New York-dressed poultry. Many people are engaged 
in that type of poultry alone. You think to precipitously outlaw that 
typeof poultry would be unfair and bad legislation. 

Mr. Corrtn. Exactly. 

Mr. Warts. If the committee properly determined that extra vigi- 
lance should be had in the enforcement of the law with regard to 
New York-dressed poultry, you believe they should say so and maybe 
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in their report emphasize New York-dressed poultry, maybe looking 
to some time in the future for elimination of that type of poultry, if 
it is determined to be undesirable? 

Mr. Corrin. I think that would be a very sensible, same approach 
to the problem. 

Mr. Warts. Your statement with regard to “knowingly” points up 
a serious problem to this committee. I am sure it is the desire of every 
member of the committee not to write a law that would put somebody 
in jail that does not deserve to go. At the same time the committee 
has a problem. 

You, as an attorney, know that sometimes the word “knowingly” 
can act as a shield to a fellow who does not desire to comply with the 
law. Your thoughts in regard to a misdemeanor certainly are worthy 
of consideration. I had thought maybe of consideration being given 
to the idea of leaving the word “knowingly” or some other word in 
there that it ought to be qualified in some respect. 

Going back to the little knowledge I have of civil law you could 

say “know ingly or by the exercise of ordinary, reasonable care, should 

have known.” I think, though, that when all the testimony is in 
and we get all the advice we can get, and use what little knowledge 
we have, and consider the statements such as yours that have been 
made, we want to come up with a bill that will not give anybody an 
opportunity to hide and at the same time will not impose unjust sen- 
tences, fines, and prison terms on people who, you might say, are unin- 
tentionally caught in a trap. We will have to be very careful, in my 
opinion. 

I want to make this suggestion and this request of you. You have 
outlined beautifully the problem. I have not read your statement. 
I do not know if the language is in the statement. But it would be 
a help to every member ‘of the committee if you would furnish the 
committee with some language that augments and carries out the 
general thinking that you have expr essed. 
~ Mr. Corrtn. I will be very glad to try and reduce my thoughts to 
writing and try to come up with the best draftsmanship I can. I 
will do that very gladly, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warts. We cannot promise you to use it. 

Mr. Corrtn. I cannot promise you that it will be suitable. 

Mr. Warts. We will promise you we will certainly consider it and 
I think it will be of immense help to us in trying to solve this par- 
ticularly knotty problem. 

Any questions, Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntire. I want to express my appreciation for the thought 
you have given in preparing this statement. I know from my personal 
knowledge that this comes from some experience in the very field in 
which we are now endeavoring to write constructive legislation. 

I would like to ask you if you concur with me in this matter of 
New York dressed that within the requirements of wholesomeness, 
the markets will make the adjustments as to whether they continue 
to ship this type of processed poultry or whether it is to be all eviscer- 
ated. The market itself will take care of this and it is unnecessary 
to legislate a date on which this type of processed poultry cannot be 
shipped. 

Mr. Corrtn. I think you are right. I think I would also go along 
with what the chairman said about being vigilant to see that this is 
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inspected. But I think with that limitation the market is and has 
been and certainly in this area, this highly competitive field, it is an 
excellent judge. That is why I was impressed with this statement 
that this Aroostook firm gets higher prices than for the eviscerated. 

Mr. McIntire. I might say to that point that I think—on the basis 
of communications that I have received from the same people, for I 
am personally familiar with this enterprise, and perhaps have had a 
little part in some of its development—that on the basis of the fine job 
they have done in processing, operating only on the basis of New 
York dressed turkey, they have found a ready market for quality 
birds. They are proposing to expand this season because they have 
their market. They recognize that inevitably probably they will go 
over to eviscerated turkey when the market demands it. This plant 
is under very close supervision as to wholesomeness now. By virtue 
of the quality they have been able to get into the market they feel 
that, at the moment, any prohibition of New York dressed would be 
adverse to the very sound marketing program they carry on right 
now. They will be moving over, to meet market demands, to evis- 
cerated as rapidly as the rest of the industry will go in that direc- 
tion. 

Mr. Warts. Dr. Dixon? 

Mr. Drxon. I am most appreciative of the gentleman’s suggestion 
on this idea of “knowingly.” It is the most constructive I have heard. 
IT am also appreciative of our chairman’s contribution to exploit you 
further to help solve our problem. 

May I ask this question? Is it possible to have post mortem inspec- 
tion of New York dressed poultry ¢ 

Mr. Corrty. It is my understanding, although I am probably get- 
ting out of my field, that that is subject to the same carcass-by-carcass 
post mortem inspection as eviscerated. Mr. McIntire confirms that. 
I am talking about the setup we have in Maine under our contract with 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. Drxon. I cannot see how a veterinarian could perform a com- 
plete post mortem inspection without evisceration. 

Mr. Warts. Would you permit me to interrupt ? 

Mr. Dixon. Gladly. 

Mr. Warts. It is my understanding that it works in this way. You 
would not have a bird-by-bird inspection of New York dressed poultry 
until it got to the place where it was going to be eviscerated. That is 
where it would get its bird-by-bird inspection. 

Mr. Dixon. Would they not have to have a Government inspector 
at every butcher shop where it was eviscerated ? 

Mr. Warts. That is a detail, Doctor, that we will have to work out. 
As I understood the Departinent’s testimony the other day, they 
wanted the right to ship New York dressed poultry only between one 
processing plant and another. Am I right in that, Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntire. Well, I would say this 





Mr. Warts. I did not visualize from their testimony that New 
York dressed poultry would be peddeled on the retail level. 

Mr. Corrin. Mr. Chairman, I thought on H. R. 767 there is a pro- 
vision that poultry, this dressed poultry, may be permitted to be 
transported between official establishments. 

Mr. Warts. That is right. 
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Mr. Corrtn. Eventually when it reaches the eviscerating plant, was 
it not at that last point subject to examination ? 

Mr. Warts. It would be subject at that point. 

Mr. Corrin. Is that your understanding ? 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, there may be a point here which 
needs our further analysis and clarification. Let me speak first to 
the point which Dr. Dixon made and to which Mr. Coffin referred. I 
think we must think of Federal inspection within the framework of 
the processing that is performed. You can have carcass-by-carcass 
inspection on New York clressed, you can have that inspection on the 
line. But it would be an exterior inspection and not an inspection of 
the viscera of the bird. Certainly to the point you could require 
under this law inspection of New York dressed, to that point you stay 
within the process described by the designation of New York dressed. 

[ think probably that this matter of reins pection—I believe that 
is the provision you refer to. 

Mr. Corrin. Yes. 

Mr. McIntire. That we want to make sure we are clear on that. 
There would be New York dressed turkeys probably a little bit more 
than New York dressed fowl—I am not certain of that—that would 
move through to the ultimate user. I say user advisedly because I 
am not saying consumer at that point. But it might move into hotels 
or restaurant trade in its New York dressed processed status, where 
Federal inspection on eviscerating of this bird in the kitchen would 
not be required under this legislation. Perhaps we need to clarify 
that point a litle more thoroughly in our analysis of this legislation, 
Mr. Chairman. I think we have to be a little careful that we do not 
slam the door shut on New York dressed, because I am convinced 
that market trends will take care of this—provided we are satisfied 
we are getting the wholesomeness requirement into the inspection of 
New York dressed. 

Mr. Warts. Any questions / 

Mr. Jownson. Mr. McIntire, do you have any idea how much 
poultry is being marketed to the consumer uneviscerated? There 
was a time when that was all you could buy in the butcher shop. 

Mr. McIntire. We had figures given in the early part of this hear- 
ing. 

Mr. Corrin. One witness said he thought it was 10 percent of the 
industry that was New York dressed. 

Mr. McInvine. I would comment that there might be a little higher 
percentage of that in relation to turkeys. The point was made by one 
witness the other day that turkeys are getting up quite large and 
they are almost the size of small calves. I appreciate that pound by 
pound that may be rather a factual statement. 

Mr. Drxon. Must be Texas turkeys. 

Mr. McIntire. It might be. You can get turkeys, not that the 
market requires them much nowadays, but you can get them up to 
25 to 30 pounds. 

I think in the handling of that New York dressed bird and the 
handling of an undressed calf, saying you might as well move the 
undressed calf to the market as a New York dressed turkey that weighs 
the same, is not a fair statement. The handling, icing, and every- 
thing is far different and the wholesomeness is far different in the 
two cases. 
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Mr. Jounson. It used to be stated for keeping qualities of the bird 
it keeps better without being eviscerated if it is not to be frozen. Now- 
adays when they eviscerate them they freeze them immediately. 

Mr. McIntme. This is all tied into availability of refrigeration 
in some form. If you go to the Caribbean, probably the best way to 
buy a bird is buy it live and take it home and dress it out. That is 
simply because there is no way to preserve it on the market through 
their marketing facilities to have it dressed and keep it fresh and 
wholesome until the consumer gets it. The only way the consumer 
can get a wholesome bird is buy it live, take it home, and dress it. 

I think this New York dressed matter is all involved in our previous 
inability to appropriately refrigerate. It sort of carries over in our 
marketing structure. Certainly we in Maine have seen virtually all of 
our stuff going out New York dressed, broilers and all, and have seen 
it move over to where practically none of it is going out New York 
dressed. I say practically, but there is some. It all ties to the fact 
that we can refrigerate very well and can even refrigerate the evis- 
cerated now. That is the direction in which we are going. But I 
think we have to be concerned, Mr. Chairman, that we examine the 
intent of this legislation in this field of New York dressed. I, for 
one, can quite readily accept that, all other factors being equal as 
far as inspection is concerned, that the market trends will take care 
of any problem of dressing, and so forth. 

Mr. Hagen. I would like to commend the gentleman, Mr. Coffin, 
on his knowledge and judgment in this field and the State of Maine 
on its representation on this committee. 

On this uneviscerated business that is quite a problem in California 
as I understand it. Some of these birds are coming across the country 
out there in this fashion. 

I want a point of information. I would suspect that a great many 
of these birds were opened right before the customer. 

Mr. McIntire. I am sure that is right. Some were. 

Mr. Hacen. A certain percentage anyway. Assuming that you 
have some form of ante mortem inspection, which would be one step 
in the inspection process, how are you going to, as a practical matter, 
handle the situation for a combined ante mortem and post mortem 
inspection where you have either the bird being opened before the 
waiting customer or at some point 500 miles away from where it was 
killed and get this stamp on there? It seems impractical to me. I 
mean this inspection should be performed at one location. 

Mr. Corrin. Of course, even with an uneviscerated bird, even with 
an exterior inspection, it is possible to make quite an examination 
there. I donot know where it would be made. I do not know enough 
of the industry. But you can spot bruises, you can spot evidence of 
some diseases certainly, tuberculosis. The fecal smear can_ be 
spotted. Pneumonia or respiratory diseases can be spotted. It is 
not a superficial examination althought it is, of course, not what you 
would get with inspection of an eviscerated bird. 

Mr. Hagen. At what point will this bird get a stamp? 

Mr. Corrin. I do not know enough about the flow of the product 
from the processing house to the final consumer to know where it 
would be best to have an inspection that would be practicable. 

Mr. Hacen. Do you think it would be practicable to establish 
some limitation on the number of miles these birds could be shipped 
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or the number of days that could elapse between their killing and the 
ultimate evisceration? Would that be practicable? 

Mr. Corrin. If it were a fact that transportation for a cross- 
country trip or any given number of miles would increase the hazards 
of spoilage so you would be more likely to get spoilage after 1,000 
a or something like that, then I would think it would be prac- 

icable because you talw ays have the crate and the paper to show where 
it came from. You could enforce that. 

Mr. Hagen. Even the lapse of time between moment of killing and 
ultimate opening would be a factor, too. 

Mr. Corrrn. There is also this question. Would there be any pos- 
sibility of a stamp for New York dressed poultry? That is, a stamp 
which would not be the same stamp as on eviscerated but a different 
category. It would symbolize it had been subjected to a different 
procedure. 

Mr. Hacen. Are there not people who prefer these birds because 
of some religious belief ? 

Mr. Corrin. I have no personal knowledge. 

Mr. Jounson. We had testimony on that. The Jewish people. 
The housewife has to do the eviscerating. 

Mr. Hagen. They do not demand a live bird, but a dead bird with 
intestines. 

Mr. Jomnson. Yes, and killed by somebody from the church. 

Mr. Hagen. It has to be a live bird killed by somebody approved 
by the church. 

Mr. Jounson. During the killing somebody approved by the 
church has to be there. 

Mr. Hacen. We dealt extensively with this word “knowingly” last 
year or the year before in connection with another one of these inspec- 
tion statutes. You might look that up. I think it dealt with vege- 
tables. 

Mr. McIntire. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Hagen. Yes. 

Mr. McIntire. That was an amendment to the Perishable Agri- 
cultural Commodities Act. “Fraudulent intent” was in the act and 
we struck that from the act so that the Department in its adminis- 
tration responsibility did not have to first prove fraudulent intent 
before they could move in on an examination of what was going on. 

Mr. Corr1n. Was this during the last session ? 

Mr. Hacen. The last Congress, I do not know if it was the last 
session. 

I wanted to find out what does happen or would happen in this 
case with respect to bearing the loss on rejected birds. Say I was 
a poultry raiser and brought a hundred chickens into one of these 
plants. We will say this is presently. Say I sold them to the proc- 
essor, which I guess would be the normal procedure. 

Mr. Corrr. Yes. 

Mr. Hacen. He is in the business of buying chickens. So after I 
made the delivery or made the contract, I may or may not have 
gotten cash, but he discovers 50 of those birds are sick. Does he bear 
that loss ordinarily or do T? 

Mr. Corrry. I will defer to those more experienced. I think the 
grower bears the loss of diseased birds. 
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Mr. Hagen. The point I am trying to get at is this. If you had an 
ante mortem inspection and these birds come in in crates, we have seen 
them along the highway in trucks, of necessity then, assuming that the 

rocessor has an opportunity to pass this loss back to the seller of the 
irds, he would have to keep those birds segregated at his plant until 
the inspector could get to them. He could not commingle those with 
all the others. 
‘ = Corrtn. I would think he would have to keep the lots identi- 
able. 

Mr. Hagen. Which could create cost problems for the industry 
generally. 

Mr. Corr1n. From the plants I have seen they come in in crates and 
are stacked up in rows. It is very easy to keep track of lots by tags. 
Farmer Jones has row 1 or half of row 1. So they are stacked in 
an orderly way in a particular portion of the processing plant with 
new ones constructed with plenty of space to receive these birds and 
keep them. They keep them there a while deliberately and do not put 
them on the line as soon as they come in. 

Mr. Hagen. That is all the questions I have. 

Mr. Watrs. Are there further questions ? 

Wethank you very much. We hope you will prepare your thoughts 
on this matter for us. 

Mr. Corrrn. I will do my best, Mr. Chairman. Thank you so much. 

Mr. Warrs. Are there any other Members of Congress here to testify 
this morning? Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as 
author of H. R. 767, I think if I were to put any statement in the 
record it would be repetitious on the many points which have been 
discussed. However, I would like unanimous consent to insert in the 
record as part of my observations at this point certain communica- 
tions okie I have received from poultry interests in my area. I ask 
unanimous consent to make that part of the record. 

Mr. Warts. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The communications follow :) 

CArRiBnoU, MaInr, March 18, 1957. 
CLIFFORD MCINTIRE, 
Congressman, Washington, D. C.: 


Forty thousand turkeys annually are produced in this area, nearly all sold as 
New York dressed. They normally bring substantial premium over frozen eviscer- 
ated in our Boston market area. Evidence of high consumer acceptance. We 
definitely could not compete with the cheaper eviscerated and frozen products 
from other areas. Furthermore no facilities for freezing or eviscerating in this 
area. Aroostook sorely needs new agricultural enterprises to bolster its shaky 
potato economy. Prohibition of New York dressed at this time would eliminate 
Aroostook County as a commercial producing area. Strongly urge you oppose 
this provision in the poultry inspection bill. 


ALBERT BOUCHARD, 
President, Aroostook Turkey Cooperative. 
Mr. Warts. I have several letters, one from Congressman Charles 
H. Brown, enclosing a letter from D. F. McGrath, which I should 
like to place in the record. 
I also have a statement from Milton E. Sahn to be placed in the 
record if there is no objection. 
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I have a statement from Dr. H. M. Hardwicke, acting director, 
Division of Health of the State of Missouri that I would like to place 
in the record. 

(Information referred to follows:) 


EcHo VALLEY PHEASANT RANCH, 
Marshfield, Mo., March 6, 1957. 
Hon. CHARLEY Brown, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sm: I am a wild-game bird breeder, a member of the Missouri Game 
Breeders Association and the North American Game Breeders Association, Inc. 

There are several poultry bills now before the House and Senate which, if 
passed in their present form, would put me and several thousand more small- 
game breeders out of business. 

These bills require compulsory post mortem and ante mortem inspection of 
poultry. ‘The word ‘poultry’ means any live or slaughtered domesticated bird 
or commercially produced game bird.” This definition includes our industry as 
game breeders and if allowed to stand as is in H. R. 377, H. R. 514, H. R. 899, 
H. R. 767, H. R. 1964, H. R. 3052, and H. R. 4357 will put 90 percent of the 15,000 
game-bird breeders in the United States out of business. It is not practical to 
set up individual inspection for these small operators even on a part-time basis. 
Because of the different type and sizes of game birds and the equipment changes 
necessary to handle, commercial poultry-processing plants that have this inspec- 
tion refuse this type product for custom dressing. 

I respectfully request that you study these bills and if possible use your influ- 
ence to exclude from the definition of the word “poultry” the words “or commer- 
cially produced game bird.” 

May I cite as a paralleling example of this request: When the red-meat legis- 
lation, regulating inspection of beef, pork, lamb, etc., was passed, commercially 
raised venison was excluded from that bill. 

Any consideration you may give us will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
D. F. McGratuH. 


STATEMENT OF MILTON E. SAHN, IN BEHALF OF THE MEMBERS OF THE NEW YorkK 
LivE PouLtTRY TERMINAL DEALERS’ ASSOCIATION AND THE MEMBERS OF THE NEW 
YorK WHOLESALE SLAUGHTER OPERATORS, INC. 


I represent the New York Live Poultry Terminal Dealers’ Association, an 
organization composed of all the primary receivers of live poultry in the city 
of New York. I am also authorized to present the views of the New York 
Wholesale Slaughter Operators, Inc., an organization of operators who pur- 
chase live poultry from members of the New York Live Poultry Terminal Dealers’ 
Association and slaughter this poultry in their plants in the city of New York. 

The members of my association handle live poultry shipped into New York 
City by growers and shippers and resell such poultry, live, to slaughterhouse 
operators, who slaughter and process this poultry in their plants for sale to retail 
butchers and to the ultimate consumer. 

Every pound of live poultry arriving in New York City receives an ante mortem 
inspection by the inspection service of the New York City Department of Markets, 
and every pound of poultry slaughtered is done so in approved plants licensed by 
the New York City Department of Health. 

Approximately 80 to 85 percent of all of the poultry shipped live into New 
York City is slaughtered and processed for the Jewish kosher trade. 

I have read the various bills now before your committee regarding the com- 
pulsory inspection of poultry. I have but one comment to make on the terms 
of these proposed bills. In behalf of the poultry industry in New York City, I 
request that the designation section of the bill be amended so as to specifically 
exempt or except from the terms of the bill live poultry shipped to New York 
City and other metropolitan areas, which said poultry is subsequently kosher 
slaughtered and processed within said city or cities by authorized ritualistic 
slaughterers pursuant to Jewish religious practices. 
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THE DIVISION oF HEALTH OF MISSOURI, 
Jefferson City, Mo., March 7, 1957. 
Hon. JoHn C. WATTs, 
Chairman of House Subcommitte on Poultry and Eogs, 
Representative, State of Kentucky, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WATTS: We have had an opportunity to review a num- 
ber of poultry bills introduced in the House of Representatives. We are in 
favor of Mr. Anfuso’s bill, H. R. 5403. 

A number of other bills have been introduced which are similar to the Anfuso 
bill; however, all of the other bills have serious drawbacks since they have in 
many instances failed to provide either ante mortem or post mortem inspections 
or they have granted the Secretary of Agriculture too much authority or leeway 
in designating those areas which could be placed under Federal inspection. 
Some of these bills do not provide for Federal inspection at all but would permit 
plant employees to make such inspections. Our experience with the present 
method of employee inspection has been entirely unsatisfactory. Many of the 
other bills require that a violator must knowingly commit illegal acts before he 
is punishable. This is entirely unrealistic and would be very difficult to prove 
and would make the law unenforceable. 

We feel that it is imperative that State and local jurisdiction be protected. 
Only the Anfuso bill H. R. 5403 provides that those areas which agree to desig- 
nation and inspection by the Federal Government will come under this act. This 
provision would prohibit the Secretary of Agriculture from forcing areas now 
under local or State inspection to come under Federal inspection unless they 
ask for it. 

Fundamentally, we believe that the inspecting agency for such poultry legisla- 
tion should be in a consumer protective agency such as the Public Health Service 
or the Federal Food and Drug Administration; however, it is our understanding 
that the Federal Food and Drug Administration which is understaffed and has 
a tremendous job on its hands in protecting the foods, drugs, and cosmetics 
which are in interstate commerce in this country is reluctant to accept this added 
burden at this time. We understand the inspecting agency will probably be 
the Department of Agriculture. If so, it should be placed in the Agricultural 
Research Service. We do not feel that the poultry inspectional service should 
be placed in the Agricultural Marketing Service since its primary purpose is to 
promote the sale of farm products and not to protect the consuming public 
against unclean, filthy, diseased, and contaminated foods. 

In order to understand why the poultry industry is so vitally interested in 
passing legislation similar to the Anfuso bill it is necessary to understand the 
opinion and concept that the consuming public has toward Government-inspected 
food products. The poultry industry knows that if they can obtain some type of 
Federal legislation which will lead the general public to thinking that all poultry 
which carries an official stamp is free of disease, has been produced under sanitary 
conditions, and stored properly until it is purchased, they will be able to sell the 
poultry without any difficulties. If any of those other bills with their many 
loopholes are passed, this deception would occur. The public would be fooled into 
thinking that they had adequate protection on all such poultry, when in actual 
practice under these other bills the birds may not even be inspected for diseases, 
they could be handled under insanitary conditions, and yet they would be 
stamped with the official sanction of the United States Government. 

For the above reasons we, therefore, earnestly urge you and your committee 
to pass the Anfuso bill, H. R. 5403, and prevent any attempt to defraud the 
people of the United States. 

By direction of H. M. Hardwicke, M. D., acting director, division of health. 

Very truly yours, 
JoHN H. McCuTrcHeEn, 
Director, Bureau of Food and Drugs. 


Mr. Warts. Unless there is objection from the committee I would 
like to give the clerk authority, as she receives communications from 
different people, to permit them to be filed. 

Mr. Jornson. Does that include other Congressmen ? 

Mr. Warts. Yes; and anybody else, without going to the trouble 
of formally presenting them during the session of the committee. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. HARRY G. HASKELL, JR., A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF DELAWARE 


Mr. Hasxe. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before the 
committee. I know there are many witnesses waiting and therefore 
will be very brief. 

First, I would like to associate myself with the views expressed by 
the distinguished gentleman from our neighbor State of M: wyland. 
I urge favorable consideration be given by ‘the committee to Mr. Mil- 
ler’s bill, H. R. 1964, or similar legislation providing for compulsory 
inspection of poultry and poultry products by the Department of Agri- 
culture as an extension of its present voluntar y inspection program. 
I believe the legislation is entirely desirable affording protection to 
the consuming public and at the same time stimulating, through their 
confidence, increased consumption of poultry. Since fam a dair yman 
I cannot speak as an expert in this field, but my people in Delaware 
very definitely are experts and they favor legislation embodying the 
principles of H. R. 1964. As evidence of this, and with the commit- 
tee’s permission, I should like to submit the statement of Sterling A. 
White, president of the Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc., on behalf 
of his organization and also on behalf of the following organizations: 
The Eastern Shore Poultry Growers Exchange, the Delaware State 
Poultry Commission, the Maryland State Poultry Council, the Tri- 
County Poultry Association, Eastern Shore Grain and Feed Dealers 
Association, Delaware Poultry Improvement Association, the com- 
bined membership of which represents more than 75 percent of the 
poultry producers of the Delmarva Peninsula. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 





STATEMENT OF THE DELMARVA PouttRy INpUsSTRY, INC.; THE EASTERN SHORE 
PouLtTRY GROWERS EXCHANGE: THE DELAWARE STATE POULTRY COMMISSION: 
THE MARYLAND STATE POULTRY COUNCIL; THE TRI-COUNTY POULTRY ASSOCTA- 
TION ; FASTERN SHORE GRAIN & FEED DEALERS ASSOCIATION ; DELAWARE POULTRY 
IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 


I am Sterling A. White, president of the Delmarva Poultry Industry, Ine., 
Georgetown, Del. The organization which I represent is joined by the following 
other organizations in the preparation of this statement: They are the Fastern 
Shore Poultry Growers Exchange, the Delaware State Poultry Commission, the 
Maryland State Poultry Council, the Delaware Poultry Improvement Associa- 
tion, and the Tri-County Poultry Association. May I emphasize, this statement 
represents the broiler production and marketing area popularly known as the 
Delmarva Peninsula, consisting of the State of Delaware, 9 counties in Mary- 
land, and 2 counties in Virginia, located on the Eastern Shore. 

The combined membership of these organizations represents more than 75 

percent of the poultry producers on the Delmarva Peninsula; also, these organi- 
zations represent the various feed dealers and manufacturers, poultry processors, 
hatcheries, allied poultry industries, and business organizations whose very 
existence is dependent upon the welfare of the poultry industry. 

On a national basis, poultry is the third most important farm commodity, 
accounting for roughly 11 percent of the total farm income. 

May I say a few words about the Delmarva poultry industry. Delmarva 
is usually recognized as being the birthplace of the commercial-broiler industry. 
In a short period of some 20 years, broilers have become the lifeblood of the 
agricultural economy and the bellwether of the entire Delmarva area. Broilers 
account for 50 percent of the agricultural income of Delaware and almost 70 
percent of the farm income of Sussex County, Del. 

In Maryland, broilers account for slightly over 20 percent of the total farm 
income in the State, but in the Eastern Shore counties about half of the farm 
income is from broiler production. 
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In 1956, total broiler production for the Delmarva Peninsula was approxi- 
mately 550 million pounds, returning growers approximately $110 million in 
terms of gross income. To us on Delmarva, poultry is important, and we are 
always interested in those conditions which will assure the public a whole- 
some product at a reasonable cost and at the same time serve the interests of 
this important industry. 

The phenomenal growth of the broiler industry in Delmarva and in other 
production areas is a result of several factors: 

1. The production and marketing of a product which enjoys remarkable 
consumer acceptance. 

2. The tremendous advancement in efficiencies of all phases of the broiler 
industry. The public has been the benefactor of this efficiency by receiving an 
improved quality poultry product at reasonable prices. 

3. The determination on the part of the industry to solve its own problems 
without the aid of Government programs involving such things as quotas, 
production controls, and subsidies. 

We are in agreement with the objective of those bills under consideration 
by the committee, which provide for compulsory Federal inspection of poultry 
and poultry products. Such legislation, we believe, would be desirable and 
beneficial to all. Consumers would have the added assurance of a wholesome 
product. Poultry producers and those engaged in processing and marketing 
would benefit from increased consumer confidence and acceptance of the inspected 
product. 

We believe bills such as H. R. 767 and H. R. 1964 very definitely provide 
the best framework for developing a compulsory Federal inspection program 
for poultry and poultry products. We recommend and urge enactment of legis- 
lation of this kind. 

During the past two decades the voluntary inspection program, operated under 
the supervision of the United States Department of Agriculture, has received 
wide acceptance on Delmarva. We feel this program has been largely respon- 
sible for raising to high levels the processing and marketing standards now 
practiced on Delmarva. It seems logical the experience and know-how already 
acquired by the United States Department of Agriculture under this voluntary 
program will implement the administration of a compulsory program. 

Some means of regulating intrastate movement of poultry is needed. The 
House bills I have just mentioned provide for this by giving the Secretary of 
Agriculture in cooperation with local health authorities the authority to estab- 
lish such a program in designated areas, thereby coordinating all poultry 
inspection. 

It seems only fair to point out that no other phase of poultry and livestock 
industries has made greater increases in efficiency during the last 25 years than 
has the broiler-fryer business. During 1930 only 20 pounds of chicken meat 
could be realized from each 100 pounds of feed. Today an equal amount of 
feed will produce 40 pounds of chicken meat, an increase of 100 percent. 

Such progress in the poultry industry has resulted in reasonable consumer 
prices, giving the housewife a decided advantage as she selects broilers and fryers 
for her family menu. She is selecting chicken often. During the past quarter 
of a century, broiler growing has increased from less than a million birds a 
year to more than a billion. During the same period all chicken-meat consump- 
tion increased from about 10 pounds per person to about 29 pounds. Such a 
record as that just reviewed has been no accident. This progress could have 
been made only through fair dealing with consumers, giving them a wholesome, 
economic meat buy as they have continued to purchase poultry at a rapidly 
increasing rate. 

In closing let me say again, we favor compulsory inspection of poultry and 
poultry products. We believe the inspection program should be one that provides 
safeguards to the consuming public without adding unnecessarily to the cost 
of marketing and distribution. In our opinion, H. R. 767 or 1964 provides the 
framework for establishing a workable compulsory Federal inspection program. 
We hope this committee will give these bills favorable consideration. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD T. MILLER, REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Mitarer. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear 
before your subcommittee in connection with its study of proposed 
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legislation to provide for the compulsory inspection of poultry and 
poultry products. One of the bills which is before you at this time, 
H. R. 1964, was introduced by me and is an identical bill to one which 
I filed in the 84th Congress, H. R. 10807. This measure was discussed 
in hearings held before this subcommittee on July 17 and 18, in the 
closing days of the last session of Congress. I appeared before the 
subcommittee at that time and testified at some length. My statement 
appears on pages 48 to 53 of those hearings and I will not lengthen 
this record by repeating all that I said at that time, and I believe the 
situation is substantially the same now as it was then, and my views 
are substantially as therein expressed. 

I understand that Representative McIntire, of Maine, a member 
of this subcommittee, has filed a bill, H. R. 767, on this subject, and 
its principles are in substantial agreement with the legislation I have 
proposed. I am happy to support his version, which embodies the 
principles that are considered of fundamental importance to the 
poultry producers and processors with whom I have discussed this 
matter who reside in my district and in adjoining counties of Delaware 
and Virginia. 

I hope that legislation providing for compulsory inspection, in line 
with the present voluntary program, may be enacted for the benefit 
of consumers and producers alike. I feel that it is highly important 
that the Department of Agriculture retain jurisdiction in this respect, 
and I hope that the program will be modeled on the present voluntary 
practice and not be modeled on the system provided for red-meat 
Inspections. 

My colleague, who represents the State of Delaware, Congressman 
Harry G. Haskell, Jr., represents a large segment of the poultry in- 
dustry which is separated from my district only by the State line. 
Our producers are faced with almost identical problems and condi- 
tions, and we see eye to eye with respect to this legislation, and I 
believe he has a statement to file in the record approved by a half 
dozen or more of the leading poultry organizations in our area. I 
appreciate the opportunity of joining with him in presenting their 
views. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN E. FOGARTY, OF RHODE 
ISLAND 


I am grateful for the opportunity to present my views on manda- 
tory poultry inspection S lahatitie, Poultry inspection is, in my 
opinion, snkvatinaty necessary and desirable to assure the consumer 
ot the cleanliness and wholesomeness of the poultry she purchases. 
It is also vital to protect the health of workers in the poultry-process- 
ing industry, which has the unfortunate distinction of the third 
highest industrial hazard rate of American manufacturing industries. 

The stories of abuses by some operators in the poultry-processing 
industry have shocked me, as they must have other Congressmen. The 
illnesses transmitted by poultry to man is also of great concern to 
me. I understand that one poultry-borne illness alone, psittacosis, 
saused three epidemics in 1956. A total of 136 men and women were 
hit in the outbreaks—3 of them fatally. 
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Because of these facts, I am delighted to learn that mandatory 
— inspection legislation will probably be enacted by this session 
of Congress. I want to congratulate the gentlemen of this committee 
for their great efforts on this vital legislation. 

I look forward, as I know you do, that the inspection legislation 
will be effective in truly protecting consumers and poultry workers. 
Consumer protection and health protection are its two main goals, 

These twin objectives will be best met, I believe, by requiring ante 
mortem inspection, as well as post mortem inspection. I do not urge 
a bird-by-bird ante mortem inspection. That is unnecessary and 
overly costly, but the bill should contain a requirement that some form 
of before-slaughter observation to take out sick and diseased birds be 
instituted. 

I also urge that consumer doubts about the effectiveness of the in- 
spection be dispelled by appointing an agency, whose main task is 
consumer and health protection, to carry out the inspection function. 
I do not believe a marketing agency would give the consumer the 
needed confidence. 

These and other points are best met by H. R. 5403, H. R. 5398, and 
H. R. 5489. These bills avoid the dangerous loopholes which some 
other measures before the committee contain. They would provide 
the best framework for consumer protection. I should like to urge 
their approval by the committee. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSWOMAN MARTHA W. GRIFFITHS, 
OF MICHIGAN 


Mrs. Grirrirus. Mr. Chairman and menibers of the committee, my 
name is Martha W. Griffiths and I have the privilege of representing 
the 17th District of Michigan in the House of Represe ntatives. 

I am here as an enthusiastic supporter of legislation to require com- 
pulsory Federal inspection of poultry and poultry products. 

The Food Industry Committee of Detroit, speaking for the major 
operators, both wholesale and retail, is vitally concerned over this pro- 
posed legislation. They feel there should be Federal inspection not 
only for" wholesomeness of the poultry, but also the methods used in 
processing and the correct weight of same. 

Their reasons for taking this view seem sound, and I feel sure your 
committee will want to give the following evidence, which the Food 
Industry Committee has submitted to me, due consideration : 


For the past 2 years we have been experiencing a great deal of difficulty on 
processed poultry originating particularly in Georgia, Alabama, and Tennessee. 
Our State department of agriculture through its division of foods and standards 
has been most active in checking weights on this type of merchandise. The 
investigations that have been carried on by the department and also our own 
operators have revealed that a large portion of the poultry originating in the 
above-mentioned States were short weight upon arrival from 5 to 10 percent. It 
has also been determined that in addition to being short weight many of the 
shipments were adulterated with excess water and that heavyweight papers 
were used in wrapping the giblets. Undoubtedly the proper tare was not allowed 
for this extremely heavy paper. 

We believe there should be a Federal inspection of these shipments prior to 
their leaving the hands of the processors. 

We would like to impress upon you the fact that these containers of poultry 
received from out of the State are not just used as shipping containers, but the 
merchandise is permitted to remain in the original container through all channels 
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of the trade from shipper to the wholesaler to the retailer and in some instances 
such as restaurants, ete., right down to the consumer. 

All of these containers, of course, are marked with so-called net weights which 
upon arrival in our area are untrue and we find that the first receivers in our 
city and also in the State are being penalized and this is causing considerable 
alarm in the industry at all levels because we are being held responsible for 
short weights which are, of course, not caused by our handling here. 

We believe that you are aware of the fact that if it becomes necessary to re- 
move these birds from the original shipping cases and handle them several times 
that there is every chance in the world that they will become unfit for human 
consumption. The proper checking at the source will be of benefit to all and 
will eliminate serious losses at the wholesale and retail level. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MELVIN PRICE, OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear be- 
fore you on the subject of poultry inspection. It seems to me a very 
simple thing to say that we should have the same kind of governmental 
protection of our people, to safeguard them from the marketing of 
diseased and unwholesome poultry, that for four decades has safe- 
guarded them from the marketing of diseased or adulterated meat. 

In both the 83d and the 84th Congresses, I joined other Members in 
introducing measures to provide for an investigation of the conditions 
under which poultry was sold to the general public. This year I felt 
the time was appropriate for introduction of a bill requiring Federal 
inspection of commercial Ss processors and prohibiting the 
movement of diseased or unhealthful poultry in commerce. The bill, 
H. R. 899, is designed solely for the protection of consumers from the 
unwitting purchase and use of unwholesome poultry and poultry 
products. 

Investigation by the Congress, testimony from officials of the execu- 
tive department and a mass of documentation from those who work 
in the poultry-processing and meat-processing industries have ex- 
posed the weakness of our inspection services in poultry. 

Consumers are simply not protected from the purchase of diseased 
chickens and turkeys in the same way that they are protected, by 
Department of Agriculture inspectors, from being unwittingly 
tempted to purchase diseased or unwholesome beef or lamb or pork. 
Phe so-called Federal inspection program involving poultry is wholly 
voluntary, rather than compulsory, and x Department of Agriculture 

stamp has certified merely that a commercial poultry plant is generally 
sanitary rather than that the particular food offered for sale is fit for 
human consumption. 

Let us understand what is involved: Consumers today seldom see 
live poultry before they buy the product. In the stores and super- 
markets they buy pac ‘kaged poultry, the products of large-scale proc- 
essors. And in March of 1955 it was peat ited that less than 20 per- 
cent of all poultry was under even the weak regulation of the “volun- 
tary” inspection program. 

The Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen, AFL- 
CIO, pointed out in 1955 that certain poultry diseases can be trans- 
mitted toman. Among these are psittacosis (parrot fever), which has 
been traced to turkeys, and a virus infection called Newcastle disease. 
The Unted States Public Health Service reported that in 1948 nearly 
2,500 cases of foodborne disease were traced to poultry or poultry 
dishes. 
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Some poultry-processing plants handle hundreds of thousands of 
pounds of poultry a day. In all of 1952, the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration seized only about 200,000 pounds of poultry as unfit for 
human consumption. The small budget the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration has available for such tasks is no substitute for the same 
kind of continuous inspection the Department of Agriculture pro- 
vides to protect the public from diseased or unhealthful meat. 

The Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen have sub- 
mitted affidavits by their members, working in poultry-processing 
plants, about revolting conditions, about the processing and sale of 
diseased fowl, about the danger that diseased birds would con- 
taminate the carcasses of poultry that was healthy when slaughtered 
through the contamination of assembly-line equipment. 

What are we seeking? Simply, Federal Department of Agriculture 
inspection of poultry plants offering fowl for human consumption in 
the stream of commerce. 

We propose no innovation in principle. Department of Agriculture 
inspection of meat-processing plants is well established. The people 
acknowledge it and would never dream of abandoning it. 

We seek to extend the principle of inspection to poultry-processing 
plants, so that food produced commercially and offered for sale in 
commerce shall be watched and inspected and certified as fit all 
through the process. 

We propose that a Poultry Inspection Section shall be established 
in the Department of Agriculture and that all poultry or poultry 
products transported in commerce must be inspected and marked as 
mspected. 

The individual farmer could be extempted by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. Time would be allowed—2 years—for establishment 
of the poultry inspection service. But we provide penalties for vio- 
lations and the process of injunction, granting any person accused of 
violation a right of trial by jury if requested. 

The objective is to protect the people from consumption of unfit 
food produced commercially, and I believe that the proposals are 
sound and practical. 


STATEMENT OF HON. D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Marrurews. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to 
testify for the poultry producers of Florida in connection with 
various bills which propose mandatory inspection for poultry. I 
represent the thinking of Mr. Thomas J. Mullin, director of the 
poultry and egg inspection division of the Florida Department of 
Agriculture, State Senator Harry O. Stratton, chairman of the 
Florida State legislative poultry interim committee, Mr. Roger 
Painter, of Painter Poultry Co., producers and processors of poultry, 
Jacksonville, Fla., and Mr. Harold Irvin, of Pinebreeze Pullet Farm, 
Callahan, Fla., and many other poultry producers in my area of 
Florida. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very proud of the great progress of poultry 

roduction in Florida and in my district, which is the Eighth District 
of Florida. I feel that this legislation is very important, and I want 
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to emphasize the fact that our poultry producers have always fa- 
vored full protection for the health and welfare of our Florida citi- 
zens and visitors. 

Florida has been one of the pioneer States in instituting poultry and 
egg inspection legislation, and effective enforcement programs. 
Florida has been so successful in this regard that our legislative and 
enforcement program has been used as a pattern by many of our sister 
States. 

These regulatory inspection laws on poultry and eggs have been in 
force in Florida since 1933, and the Honorable Thomas J. Mullin, 
to whom I have referred above, has been associated with the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in enforcing these inspection laws since that 
time. It should be repeated, therefore, that poultry producers in 
Florida favor all reasonable enforcement of protective legislation, 
not only for poultry and eggs, but for other commodities when deemed 
necessary. 

There is one particular section which appears in some of the bills 
which the Florida, poultry industry violently opposes. That is the 
section under the title of “Designation.” 

The poultry producers in Florida who have had their great inspec- 
tion program in force for so many years feel that, in Florida and in 
other States where a definite agency has been given the responsibility 
for administering and enforcing poultry and egg inspection laws, these 
agencies shall be the sole source or originating requests for public 
hearings to determine whether or not cities or areas should be desig- 
nated. 

Our Florida producers do not feel that local groups, industry 
groups, or any other official or unofficial group who have not had and 
do not have the responsibility and the experience of poultry inspection 
work should be given the right to originate requests for public 
hearings. 

Our poultry producers feel that State agencies, where they exist, 
who have had this responsibility and experience certainly are in a 
better position to judge the need for such designation. Therefore, 
the poultry producers of Florida respectfully and strongly urge that 
in the mandatory poultry inspection legislation a stipulation be in- 
cluded so that only such constituted agencies as referred to above, 
where they exist, be given the privilege of originating requests for 
public hearings for designation. 

Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY S. REUSS, OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Revss. I should like to express my support for H. R. 5403 and 
the identical bills H. R. 5398 and H. R. 5489, to provide for compulsory 
poultry inspection in interstate commerce similar to that now apply- 
ing to other kinds of meat. 

Such legislation is needed for the protection of the consumer, who 
is entitled to assurance that the meat he is buying is disease free. 
Just as importantly, it is needed for the protection of the poultry 
worker. No industry except lumbering has a higher rate of worker 
injury than does poultry processing. In this case the damage stems 
mostly from infection and transmittal of disease. A Bureau of Labor 
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Statistics survey shows a rate of injury three times as high in the 
poultry processing field as in the average manufacturing ‘industry. 
The existence of this condition is proof of an overwhelming need for 
more effective inspection and control of diseased poultry. 

In this connection, ante mortem (presl: aughter) inspection is the 
best way to cut down the danger to processing workers. Many of the 
diseased birds would be spotted before the workers come into contact 
with them. Federal Government veterinarians have pointed out that 
some diseases such as upper respiratory infection are more readily 
detected before slaughter than after. Again, the increased use in 
recent years of high scalding temperatures, which remove the epider- 
mal layer of skin, makes it increasingly difficult to detect disease after 
slaughter. 

The Agriculture Department has stated that ante mortem inspec- 
tion is practical, on a spot-check basis. H. R. 5403 is the only bill, it 
must be pointed out, that makes ante mortem inspection compulsory 
and sets standards. 

H. R. 5403 also properly provides for carcass-by-carcass inspection 
after slaughter. This is the only way to be sure that no diseased poul- 
try reaches the market. This is now done in the case of animal meat 
and there is no reason why it should not be extended to poultry. 

Another wise provision of H. R. 5403 is that requiring the cost of 
inspection to be borne by the Federal Government, as is currently 
done under the Meat Inspection Act for red meat. If this cost were 
placed on the processor, it would be the small processor who would 
suffer most. In marginal cases he would no doubt be put out of 
business. This inspection is a service for the protection of the consum- 
ing public, as well as for protection of the poultry worker, and is : 
proper burden of the Government. 

I therefore urge favorable action on H. R. 5403 as a measure which 
has become necessary through the development of the poultry industry 
into an interstate business. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT P. MORANO, OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Morano. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Albert P. Morano. I am the Representative of the Fourth 
District of Connecticut. 

I have long been concerned by the lack of compulsory inspection 
in the poultry processing industry. It has seemed to me to be an 
anachronism that red meat has been inspected for over 50 years, yet 
we do not have any program to protect consumers on a food as im- 
portant as poultry. 

Scientists have found many diseases to be transmissible from poultry 
toman. The United States Public Health Service blames poultry and 
poultry products for an average of one-third of the food poisoning 

-ases reported to it each year. This is a percentage far higher than 
for any other food, including all other perishables. These facts 
demonstrate to me that mandatory poultry inspection is absolutely 
necessary. 

A poultry inspection program must, of course, be effective. Its 
aim a to protect the consumer and it must do so beyond a shadow of 
doubt 
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I, therefore, recommend that this committee report favorably H. R. 
5403, H. R. 5398, and H. R. 5489. These measures provide adequate 
safeguards for the consumer, and, at the same time, do not in any way 
harm the poultry industry. 

I especially favor these bills because they provide for mandatory 
ante mortem inspection, although they allow the Secretary discretion 
as to its type or form; they are enforcible, unlike some other bills 
before this committee ; they pl: ace inspection in an agency whose main 
function is consumer protection, and they contain a reasonable effective 
date. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to present my views 

on this very important legislation you are considering. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to speak 
for the people of my district on behalf of mandatory Federal poultry 
inspection. 

For almost 50 years, there has been compulsory Federal inspection 
to insure that red meat put on the market was fit for human consump- 
tion. It is estimated that approximately 80 percent of this Nation’s 
commercial meat supply is prepared under compulsory Federal regu- 
lation and inspection; and most of the rest is subject to State or local 
inspection. 

This is in sharp contrast with the poultry processing industry. 
None of the poultry supply is processed under compulsory Federal 
inspection and only a few of the States have compulsory poultry 
Inspection. 

There is a voluntary Federal poultry inspection and grading pro- 
gram. But it covers less than 20 percent of the Nation’s commercial 
poultry supply. 

Evidence presented to this committee shows widespread support by 
farmers, processors and consumers for a mandatory Federal poultry 
inspection law. The National Farmers Union, the Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration and the Grange support mandatory Federal poultry inspection. 

I have heard from several Montana groups and individuals in sup- 
port of this legislation. 

The Montana State veterinarian, Hadleigh Marsh of Helena, writes 
of the Montana Livestock Sanitary Board’s agreement “with the 
United States Livestock Sanitary Association in its position in favor 
of adding poultry inspection to the duties of the Meat Inspection 
Branch of the Agricultural Research Service.” 

Mr. Thomas A. McMaster, chief, dairy division, Montana State 
Department of Agriculture, writes in part 

I believe the compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry dressing plants is 
much desirable. However, I believe, for practical and efficient administration, 
for uniformity, for State cooperation, and for prevention of costly duplication, 
this work should remain under supervision of USDA. 


My file on this subject also includes letters from : 
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Mr. Austin G. Thompson, secretary, Great Falls, Mont., Local 45 
of the Chauffeurs, Teamsters and Helpers Union: 
This organization * * * has instructed me to write you urging that legislation 


be passed to provide adequate examination of poultry and the methods and condi- 
tions of slaughtering and processing. 


The Park County Trades and Labor Council, Livingston, Mont. : 


Resolved, That delegates to the Park County Trades and Labor Council re- 
spectfully request our Senators and Representatives to introduce and support 
legislation for Federal inspection for wholesomeness of all processed poultry. 


Mr. John Evanko, Jr., secretary, Cascade County Trades and Labor 
Assembly, Great Falls, Mont.: “(We) have been advised of the con- 
tinued flow of filthy, uninspected poultry to market and that poultry 
is a major source of germs that produce numerous diseases in human 
beings. A compulsory poultry inspection and regulation program 
is essential to the health of the Nation because veterinarians and health 
specialists point out that there are at least 26 diseases of poultry that 
are transmissible to human beings.” 

I hope this subcommittee will see fit to report out this needed legis- 
lation. 

In addition to generally supporting this measure, I have two specific 
suggestions. They are that you: 

1. Exclude the word “knowingly” from the sections dealing with 
violations and penalties. 

2. Provide for antemortem as well as post mortem inspection. 

I have had several recommendations as to the location for this work. 

At its meeting in Helena on December 8, 1956, the Montana Veteri- 
nary Medical Association went on record as “approving the change of 
the Federal Poultry Inspection Service from the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Division of the Agricultural Research Service to the Meat 
Inspection Division of the Agricultural Research Service.” 

There is general agreement that poultry inspection does not belong 
inan agency charged with sales promotion. It should be administered 
by the office whose primary Seeman for 50 years has been meat 
inspection. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EUGENE J. McCARTHY, OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. McCarruy. Mr. Chairman, I appear in support of the poultry 
inspection legislation being considered by this subcommittee. This 
legislation is, I believe, necessary to protect the consumer’s health, the 
processing worker’s health, and the honest and careful poultry farmers 
and processors. 

For many years we have had such mandatory inspection for red 
meat. It is equally as necessary for the protection of the people that 
we establish such mandatory inspection for poultry. 

Careless inspection of food products can have serious effects, and 
effects that cannot be corrected after the marketing of the food prod- 
ucts. The St. Paul Sunday Pioneer Press of March 3, 1957, ably il- 
lustrated this fact in reporting an incident in Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands caused by carelessly or inadequately inspected milk 

roducts. 
, About a year ago 26 outbreaks of gastric maladies occurred in 
these 2 areas. About 1,000 schoolchildren were sickened in these out- 
breaks. The cause was determined to be powdered skim milk manu- 





—_ —-— — PTT, me hee 


ed 





INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 305 


factured in the United States. After these outbreaks, the United 
States Department of Agriculture tightened inspection criteria for 
milk products. 

I do not believe that there should be further delay in bringing about 
proper inspection of poultry. This same misfortune could easily 
occur from the marketing of poultry unfit for human consumption. 

I hope that this subcommittee will see fit to approve this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, OF OREGON 


Senator Neusercer. Mr. Chairman, the lack of legislation for the 
mandatory inspection of poultry has had sorry consequences in Oregon 
on occasion. Last year psittacosis or parrot fever, a pneumonialike 
illness, broke out among turkey flocks in the Portland area and spread 
to human beings, resulting i in death in certain instances and a consid- 
erable number of hospit: al cases. 

Economic dislocation resulted in the west coast poultry mdustry 
with Washington State immediately clamping a tight embargo on 
Oregon turkeys and turkey eggs. Consumers, although not necessarily 
endangered, may have been sold birds which died of the disease. And 
the Oregon poultry industry suffered a severe public relations setback. 

All of these terrible results to life and property can be minimized, 
and perhaps even prevented, by the enactment of poultry inspection 
legislation. The Oregon outbreak is a case history in the need for such 
legislation. 

Poultry suffers from some 26 diseases which are transmissible to 
man. Some of the illnesses are of only academic interest, they are 

spread so rarely to humans. Others, like psittacosis, cause major 
epidemics. Texas poultry workers have been the target of several 
of these outbreaks between 1948 and 1954. The last, in the summer of 
1954, hit at least 200 persons with either one oe two fatalities occurring. 
Outbreaks have also taken place in New Jersey, Nebraska, Virginia 
und Towa. 

In February and March of 1956, the disease came to Oregon in full 
force. Two turkey breeding flocks, with a total of 10,000 fowls, con- 
tracted the illness. These flocks were on farms on Scappoose and 
Sauvies Islands in the Columbia River, according to the Portland 
Oregonian. 

The disease soon spread from the turkeys to farmworkers. This, 
by the way, is the first time health officials have found farmworkers 
to have contracted psittacosis from poultry. In previous outbreaks, 
the United States Public Health Service reports that only poultry 
processing workers were affected. 

But in Oregon several farmworkers became ill. One died. Although 
health authorities cannot be certain the death was completely due to 
psittacosis, it is thought the disease was at least a contributing factor. 

The diseased poultry was sent to a rendering plant and three proc- 
essing plants in the Portland area. It spre ead havoc there. Another 
man who had been handling the diseased birds died. Other employees 
became ill with many requiring hospitalization. 

The toll soon stood at 64. It may actually have been higher. In- 
fluenza was prevalent in the Portland area and additional psittacosis 
cases may have been misdiagnosed for it. 

Psittacosis is a very painful illness, according to medical authorities. 
I should like to offer a short excerpt of the clinical findings in the 
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Texas outbreaks, as reported in the book, Psittacosis, edited by F. R. 
Beaudette. It will give the Members of the Congress an idea of the 
human suffering caused by the disease. 

The onset usually was characterized by fever, anorexia, chilly sensations, 
severe headache, and nausea or vomiting. Unless prompt and vigorous anti- 
biotic treatment was instituted, the disease was slowly progressive and after 
a few days most patients felt much worse. At the height of the illness the most 
common complaints were feverishness, headache, cough, weakness, nausea, and 
loss of appetite. Several patients complained of chills, drenching sweat, and 
pain or soreness in the chest. Abnormal findings on physical examination usually 
were negligible at the time of hospitalization, even though the patients were 
quite toxic, usually with high fever. During the height of illness the patients 
frequently were delirious or disoriented. The most seriously ill became lethargic 
or stuporous ; this frequently was a cause for comment * * * 

The duration of illness varied from a few days to several weeks. More than 
half of the patients were ill 2 or 3 weeks. Several patients had relapses; relapses 
occurred both in treated and untreated cases. Those more seriously ill con- 
valesced slowly, but, excepting the fatal cases, recovery generally was complete 
and uneventful except for prolonged weakness. 

But what about the consumer? So far, he has not been endangered 
by psittacosis. As far as I can learn, no consumer has been reported 
hurt so far in any American outbreak of this disease. Public health 
groups emphasize the “so far”, however, since they recall that until 
the Oregon epidemic no farmworker had ever been reported hit by the 
disease either. 

The Portland situation does demonstrate how dead, diseased birds 
are slaughtered for marketing to consumers just like live, healthy ones. 
In one plant, I am told, health authorities found 49 fowls which had 
previously died of psittacosis were nevertheless, being processed. 

Even if psittacosis is definitely found to be nontransmissible to man 
after the fowl has been killed or has died, the consumer should be pro- 
tected from unwittingly buying such diseased poultry. There is no 
reason why he should not be assured of a healthy bird when he pays 
his hard-earned money. 

The psittacosis outbreak has not only caused human suffering, it 
also has created havoe and fear in agricultural commerce. On the 
west coast, after the recent outbreak, the Washington State Depart- 
ment of Agriculture clamped a strict embargo against turkeys and 
turkey eggs from Oregon. 

The embargo naturally caused considerable hardship to Oregon 
turkey growers. Oregon is one of the Nation’s largest producers of 
turkeys and turkey eggs and the hatcheries ordinarily sell 60 percent 
of their products to other States. Washington, Colorado, and Utah 
usually are the biggest buyers, but with the Washington market tem- 
porarily shut off, the industry suffered severely. 

Of course, the Oregon poultry industry suffered a serious public 
relations setback. Needless to say, occurrences such as these, includ- 
ing the dressing of poultry which had previously died of disease, did 
not raise the confidence of the public in poultry and sales necessarily 
suffered, 

What can be done about these outbreaks? The United States De- 
partment of Agriculture may direct that the fowls be fed antibiotic 
drugs to wipe out psittacosis among them. A segregation program 
for diseased or suspect. birds can also be ordered. 

These steps are good as far as they go. But further action is needed 
and it is up to us, in Congress, as well as State legislators, to take them. 

We, here, must enact a mandatory poultry inspection law. Before 
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and after slaughter inspection provisions would virtually wipe out the 
industrial hazard now posed to poultry workers. We would be able to 
bring to a minimum, and perhaps completely prevent, deaths and ill- 
ness, from psittacosis, like those suffered in Oregon. 

The inspection would assure the consumer a clean and healthy prod- 
uct in poultry moving in interstate commerce. He could have com- 
plete confidence in the healthfulness and cleanliness of the chickens, 
the turkeys and ducks he buys. 

The producer and the processor would benefit from a more stable 
market. And with large outbreaks gone, the embargoes and the re- 
sultant economic dislocations would become a thing of the past. 

The Oregon psittacosis outbreak demonstrated beyond question the 
imperativeness that we enact proper legislation as soon as possible. 
We cannot afford to let human life suffer, as it once suffered in the 
Portland area. We cannot afford to let an industry decline. We have 
a means of dealing with the problem. Let us use it. 

I also submit for the record, Mr. Chairman, a letter from Local 
231, Egg Candlers and Poultry Workers of Portland, Oreg., and an 
article from the June 1956 Bulletin of the Oregon State Department 
of Agriculture. 

AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND 
BUTCHER WORKMEN OF NorTH AMERICA, 
Portland 1, Oreg., February 6, 1957. 
Hon. RicHArD L. NEUBERGER, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR SENATOR NEUBERGER: Since the outbreak of psittacosis in Oregon, the 
members of local union No. 231 have been more anxious than ever to have a 
strong compulsory poultry inspection bill enacted by Congress. 

There are several amendments being introduced in regard to poultry inspec- 
tion but the amendment introduced by Senator Hubert H. Humphrey is the one 
which we believe will provide the type of legislation we want. 

We are writing to ask that you cosponsor the Humphrey amendment and do 
everything you can to secure passage of a mandatory poultry inspection bill 
in this session of Congress, 

With sincere best wishes, we remain, 

Very truly yours, 
EGG CANDLERS AND POULTRY WORKERS 
Loca Union, No. 231, 
L. B. Myers, President. 


[From Agriculture Bulletin, June 1956] 


OPERATION QUARANTINE—WITH PARTICULAR EMPHASIS ON EMERGENCY ACTIONS 
LIKE THE ONE SURROUNDING DIAGNOSIS OF ORNITHOSIS 


(By the editor) 


Somehow I never seem to forget one of the stories my dad, who often doubled as 
country editor and volunteer fireman in those days, delighted to recount. It was 
about a fire on the edge of our small town. 

He’d give us a buildup on the fire call, the volunteers dashing from everywhere 
to scramble onto the old fire engine and then running madly to the fire scene. 

“And what do you suppose was the first thing we saw when we got there?” he’d 
always preface his punchline. ‘Why, there was the house in blazes and Ol’ Jack 
tearing up the yard with a big, frosted cake in his hands!” 

“And that’s all Ol’ Jack saved from the fire,” dad would add. Then he’d chuckle 
and chuckle as though, having seen, he still could not believe. 


LET'S SEE 


Now that little story may not seem to have any application to operation Quar- 
antine. But let’s see. 
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Suppose we call a quarantine a device to put out a fire. Or to keep it from 
spreading. 

Oh, of course, Jim Short, M. BE. Knickerbocker, Frank McKennon, Kermit Peter- 
son, or the other officials who may sign quarantine orders for the State department 
of agriculture don’t call them fire stoppers. ‘They would tell you a quarantine is 
a restraining measure, with the power of law behind it, to prevent the introduction 
or spread of a contagious or infectious disease affecting plants or animals and, 
directly or indirectly, man. 

That is a bit more in line with the dictionary definition. You'll probably prefer 
it to the fire idea—but we'll get around to that later. 


WHEELS THAT REVOLVE 


The purpose of this article isn’t to be facetious about quarautines. Lather, it 
is to show you the wheels that revolve when the department finds it necessary to 
bring quarantine action, and why. 

The forces that lead to quarantine sometimes operate like the brakes on your 
car when you come to a leisurely stop at a red light. For example, the depart- 
ment may get word that the XYZ bug (purely mythical), which has a history of 
wicked destruction of potatoes in a State on the eastern seaboard, is traveling 
westward. In fact, it has jumped to just outside the eastern border of a western 
State. 

That’s too close for Oregon comfort. 

So Frank McKennon, our plant division chief, calls his counterpart in the 
westernmost State in which the bug has appeared to verify. Yes, it’s there all 
right, and has been for some little period. But it doesn’t look like it will come 
on west—no potatoes around te eat on and they are the only plants on which 
it feeds. Looks like it has reached its western limits. 


SIGH OF RELIEF 


McKennon breathes a sigh of relief. He doesn’t want to see the XYZ bug 
travel into Oregon, because we've got a $10 million potato industry that pest 
could damage a lot if it got a foothold. 

Six weeks later McKennon gets a wire from the neighboring State; the XYZ 
bug has been found in 6 potato fields in 2 counties. A fast survey shows it 
apparently has not reached Oregon. 

So our plant chief, already armed with exhaustive information about the 
bug and the damage it can do, draws up an official order. This says Oregon won't 
permit potatoes from those two counties to come into Oregon unless they are 
treated under stipulated conditions and with specified dosages; and treatment 
must be cert'fied to by plant officials in the State of origin. This order goes into 
effect 10 to 30 days after published. 

We've just cited the normal course of interstate quarantine—or what you 
might call routine procedure to protect a phase of our agricultural industry. 
(The neighbor State probably took a similar step to protect other potato-growing 
counties within its own borders.) 


EMERGENCY 


On the other hand, the events that lead to quarantine action sometimes operate 
like the brakes on your car when you come to a sudden halt to save your life. 
This is emergency quarantine. It, too, may be applied against wide areas, a 
State, a county, or even a single piece of land or premise. 

The March cases of ornithosis in two Oregon turkey flocks offer an excellent 
and current example of emergency quarantine. 

Now few people are happy when an emergency quarantine is ordered; it’s 
bound to hurt those immediately concerned—probably in the pocketbook as well 
as otherwise. 

UNPLEASANT TASK 


And it’s an unpleasant task for quarantine officials to walk onto a person’s 
lands or into his buildings and say, in effect, “You have a serious situation 
here; we'll have to require that you do not move anything from this place until 
we permit you to do so.” 

The effect, immediate or long run, on the owner involved in emergency quarab- 
tine is one thing. What might happen to an entire industry—both within the 
State and as a result of bans which other States might impose—is another, and 
even bigger thing. And if human health is involved, that naturally must become 
the very first consideration. 
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And in that paragraph above you have the primary considerations involved 
when word came on March 9 that ornithosis had been positively identified in two 
turkey flocks in Oregon, one on Sauvies Island and the other at Scappoose. 
| You'll recall we gave a homemade definition of “quarantine” as “a device to put 
} out a fire or keep it from spreading.” 





FIRE ALARM 


Well, to carry the idea along, when Dr. K. J. Peterson, State veterinarian, 
received the laboratory reports March 9 that ornithosis was diagnosed in two 
turkey flocks here, it had just about the same effect in your State department of 
agriculture as a fire alarm. 

} Almost simultaneously these things happened in the department : 

i (1) The two flocks were placed under emergency quarantine, which means the 
order was effective immediately. All turkeys alive and dead were required to 
remain on the premises, with dead birds to be buried 3 feet deep and covered 
with lime. About 12,000 hens, toms, and poults were involved. 

(2) All veterinarians in the State were informed that the disease had been 
diagnosed here, that humans were infected, and that two persons who handled 
turkeys died. Although not confirmed, the turkey disease was suspect as cause 
of the deaths. (The State board of health investigation of human illnesses and 
| deaths first pointed the finger at turkeys as the possible cause. ) 


i MORE ACTION 


(3) Tracers were started on poults and turkeys which had left the two ranches 
before the quarantine. 
FE (4) States into which Oregon poults and eggs were shipped were notified of 
a the situation. 
: (5) Department staff veterinarians were instructed to start checking every 
breeding flock in Oregon. Dr. A. G. Beagle, of the United States Department of 
Agriculture Disease Eradication Branch, also assisted. (By April 5 all of the 
i 80 breeding flocks in the State shipping to Washington and Utah had been exam- 
i ined with no sign of the disease in any flock other than the original 2.) 
i (6) Processing plants were notified. e 
f (7) Rendering plants were asked to report any unusual poultry losses, 
(8) Contact was made with outstanding authorities in the United States to 
determine the best and most logical course to follow in handling the birds. Five 
other States had previous experience with the situation which had just hit Oregon. 


i} TELEPHONES JAMMED 


For the next week, department telephone lines were jammed with calls, both 
outgoing and incoming. Turkey growers had questions; other officials in Ore- 
f gon and elsewhere had questions and information; newspapermen called with 
j pertinent questions. Processing plants wanted information and so did feed- 
; men, and practicing veterinarians. Other States wanted to know this and that. 
: M. E. Knickerbocker, animal division chief, Dr. Peterson, and Director Jim 
' Short could not have been busier if they’d been on a fire-fighting line. 

i On March 12, the State of Washington notified the department it had placed 
fi an embargo on shipments from Oregon of turkeys, poults, and eggs. (Bight 
; days later this was modified to permit entry of these products if Oregon officials 
‘ certified freedom from contact with the infected birds within the last 90 days.) 


UTAH REQUEST 


On March 29, Utah began requiring all poultry and egg purchasers in that 

State to obtain a health certificate for the originating Oregon flock. 
; Washington’s action alarmed Canada and officials there frequently called Dr. 
Beagle, head of the Federal veterinarians in Oregon, to learn current conditions. 
As result of Dr. Beagle’s assurance that the matter was under control, no 
Canadian embargo was placed on Oregon shipments. 

Finally, things began to settle down. Dr. Peterson left for San Francisco 
to attend a conference to formulate plans for control of ornithosis on a nation- 
wide basis. By a stroke of good fortune, Dr. C. D. Van Houweling, of the United 
States Department of Agriculture’s Agricultural Research Service, was in the 
West; he called the conference. Dr. Beagle also attended from Oregon. Repre- 


— 


re ata eee 


See eget eae a 





INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 311 


sentatives of the California department of agriculture and public health officials 
were there, too. 


DISEASE IS CURABLE 


This group drew up a control program to offer to all States. It is based 
on present knowledge which indicates that the disease is curable and birds 
properly treated with antibiotics are safe for human consumption. 

Dr. Peterson, grounded in the South for a day, flew back to Oregon just in 
time to present the uniform control program to a called meeting March 22 of 
the department’s poultry disease advisory committee. Interested turkeygrowers, 
health officials, feed representatives, and others concerned attended. 

The Oregon industry leaders approved the program set up in San Francisco 
and the department immediately announced its adoption to handle the ornithosis 
situation here in Oregon. 

The control program involves (1) treatment procedures for infected breeder 
and market flocks and the handling of poults and eggs; (2) an exchange of 
pertinent information between the State board of health in Portland, the diag- 
nostic laboratory in Corvallis, the private practitioners over the State, and the 
State department of agriculture in Salem; and (3) prompt relay of information 
to the industry, allied industries, and the public. 


FEATURES OF PROGRAM 


Under the control plan, market flocks must be treated with a tetracycline 
drug at rate of 400 grams per ton of feed for 2 weeks, then at 100 grams for 
2 more weeks. If no evidence of the disease is then found, birds may be moved 
to processing plants under veterinary inspection; plants must follow procedures 
approved by public-health officials. 

Breeder flocks are treated the same as market birds. Eggs from such flocks 
can be hatched on the premises, or they may be hatched in outside hatcheries 
used for no other purpose, if disinfected in approved manner. Poults from 
eggs produced in infected flocks before or during antibiotic treatment must be 
returned to the original premise and kept under surveillance for 6 months. 

Poults hatched from eggs produced after antibiotic treatment may go any 
place in the State, there to be maintained also under surveillance for 6 months. 

All poults from infected flocks must be started on and fed a ration containing 
200 grams of tetracycline drug for 3 weeks. Poults from eggs of infected flocks 
prior to treatment can be held for breeding purposes only upon approval of the 
department. 

CONTROLS FOLLOWED 


In line with the program outlined, on April 22 all birds in the two infected 
flocks were slaughtered. The department conducted ante mortem inspection 
of birds and released for slaughter only those fully recovered during the course 
of inspections. Our veterinarians condemned 84 toms and 535 hens as result 
of ante mortem and post mortem inspection procedures, and the State paid 
owners 80 percent of appraised value for all birds ordered destroyed. 

Some poults were hatched on the quarantined places and one owner hatched 
a setting at an unused hatchery near Junction City. These poults will be kept 
under State watch for 6 months; if at the end of that time no indication of 
disease appears, they will be retained for breeding purposes. 

So there you have operation quarantine, with special emphasis on use in emer- 
gency situations. 

And, somehow, what could have happened in the turkey incident—but didn’t— 
may remind you of Dad’s yarn about Ol’ Jake fleeing from a fire with only a 
cake in his hands. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 15, 1957. 
Hon. JoHN C. WATTS, 
Chairman, Poultry and Egg Subcommittee 
Committee on Agriculture, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Watts: IT have been very much interested in the mandatory 
poultry inspection legislation now before your subcommittee. It is of major im- 
portance to consumers. 
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In view of the controversy over the kind of poultry-inspection legislation we 
should have, I would like to suggest, as a representative of an urban district 
which consumes a tremendous amount of poultry, that this legislation have as 
its main goal the protection of the consumer. That purpose, of course, has been 
behind all the sentiment in favor of any legislation, but the bill we enact should 
make that crystal clear. 

In other words, I would recommend either covering poultry under the Meat 
Inspection Act or else enucting one of the bills which would provide for com- 
pulsory ante mortem inspection and which would place poultry inspection under 
the Agricultural Research Service, which also has responsibility for the Meat 
Inspection Branch. 

I am very much concerned that we do not pass a weak bill which gives the 
impression of providing effective poultry inspection, but in fact merely adopts 
the present voluntary program with the Federal Government rather than the 
industry shouldering the cost of it. If we need a poultry-inspection program 
it seems to me we need a strong one and one about which there can be no question 
as to its effectiveness. This would make imperative a provision for ante- 
mortem inspection, as we now have under the Inspection Act for other meats. 

Yours very truly, 
HERMAN P. EBERHARTER. 


Mr. McIntire. It would be my understanding that it would leave 
the record open for at least a later date on which we shall determine 
that the record shall be closed. 

Mr. Warts. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. McIntire. I move that the chairman and the clerk make appro- 
priate contacts and if, in his wisdom, the chairman thinks another 
session should be called for further testimony, that a date be worked 
out and the meeting set up for the earliest convenience. 

Mr. Warts. Any objection? It is agreed. 

(The following communications were submitted to the subcommit- 
tee :) 

TrxAS BROILER ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Garrison, Tex., March 10, 1957. 
Re my letter addressed to Mabel C. Downey, clerk, House Agriculture Committee, 

March 5, setting forth unofficially the policy of Texas Broiler Association on 

the matter of poultry inspection 
Hon. Harowp C. Coo.ey, 


Chairman, House Agriculture Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Cootzty: On March 9, the board of directors of Texas Broiler Asso- 
ciation, meeting at the Fredonia Hotel, Nacogdoches, Tex., unanimously endorsed 
our policy on mandatory poultry inspection as set forth in the above-captioned 
letter to Mabel C. Downey, clerk of the committee. 

I, therefore, have the honor to set forth the official policy of the Texas Broiler 
Association, as follows: 

1. Texas Broiler Association strongly endorses a good, sound, mandatory, 
poultry-inspection bill embodying the following main provisions: 

(a) Inspection should be administered by United States Departinent of Agri- 
culture, and it should require adequate inspection and safeguards but should 
be no more stringent than necessary to assure adequate inspection and proper 
safeguards. 

(b) We are firmly convinced that the poultry-inspection service should be 
handled by the meat inspection branch of USDA, because this service has had 
half a century experience in inspection of red meats and has won the confidence 
of the Nation’s consumers. 

(c) We believe that immediate passage of this legislation is not only in the 
best interests of the poultry industry but will contribute substantially to the eco- 
nomic well-being of the entire Nation. We, therefore, respectfully urge passage 
of this legislation at the earliest possible moment. 

In submitting this official policy of our association, I must point out to you 
that the Texas Broiler Association is strictly a grower or producer organization 
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and that we represent the thinking of more than 95 percent of all Texas broiler 
growers, the grassroots of the broiler industry. These people constitute an 
actual majority of the broiler-industry people and own an incomparable larger 
permanent investment in the industry than any other segment of the industry. 
Thanking you in advance for your attention and consideration ; with the kindest 
regards, etc., I am, 
Sincerely, 
J. B. McMILian, 
President, Texas Broiier Association; 
Pro tem. President, United States Poultry & Bag Association. 


{Reprinted from the January 1957 issue of Broiler World] 
Do We Want LAISSEZ FAIRE IN THE BROILER INDUSTRY ? 
(By J. B. McMillan, president, Texas Broiler Association ) 


That man who lives for self alone 
Lives for the meanest mortal known. 
—Joaquin Miller. 


“Laissez faire,’ mused the hairy-handed gent from the forks of the creek, 
“must be some o’ them French dames.” 

The phrase was indeed French and the rustic gentleman must certainly be 
pardoned for assuming that such wondrously graceful words could only refer to 
some gorgeous gal. 

But no beautiful words in all history ever disguised a more savagely sinister 
economic philosophy, for laissez faire literally means “Let nature take its course” 
or “Let the strong devour the weak” without Government interference. That, 
reduced to simple economic terms, means reversion to the law of the jungle * * * 
the law of fang and claw. The vicious system was developed by Francois Ques- 
nay, an 18th-century French economist who founded the physiocrats. 


. TEDDY ROOSEVELT FOUGHT IT 


In America, laissez faire came to full flower in the gay nineties, collided head on 
with the 26th President of the United States, the redoubtable Teddy Roosevelt, 
in 1902, and began a steady decline. Now, in the latter half of the 20th century, 
it is all but extinct except in a few of the younger industries such as the broiler 
industry where it can boast only a very few defenders * * * a mere handful of 
feather barons who certainly do live for self alone and clearly merit Joaquin 
Miller’s definition. They are in no true sense representative of the enlightened 
leadership of our broiler industry. 

This now discredited philosophy, laissez faire, was exemplified by the hardy 
railroad barons who built the Nation’s great railway systems, with, be it never 
forgotten, Government subsidies in the form of millions of acres of choice public 
lands, valuable beyond the dream of poet’s fancy. Indeed, some of the country’s 
greatest private fortunes today were founded upon the sale of these lands as the 
population flowed west along the rail lines. 

It would be both unfair and untrue to say that these early American empire 
builders, greedy and often cruel though they were, did not also greatly serve the 
young and rapidly expanding Nation even as they reaped their own rich rewards. 

But laissez faire is gone forever as an economic philosophy, and the point I 
am trying to make is this: These great robber barons, arrogant and powerful 
as they were, nevertheless were not too proud to accept Government subsidies, 
though, even as they did so, they literally moved heaven and earth in their 
frantic efforts to maintain their own semifeudal rights and privileges by denying 
massed millions of little men just recompense for the wealth their labor created. 
That is proved by the fact that uncounted millions of men lived and died in the 
eerie shadows on the fringes of starvation. 

And these disciples of laissez faire by and large considered themselves en- 
lightened and righteous men, as was proved by events in the troubled dawn 
of the 20th century. 

In the spring of 1902 some 150,000 miners struck in the great Pennsylvania 
coalfields. Twenty men were killed and at times the trouble approached out- 
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right civil war. By fall the country faced a terrifying fuel famine and the 
President of the United States was forced to intervene, even though he had no 
legal power to do so. 

The laissez faire powers thundered: Hands off. But Teddy Roosevelt began 
some thunder of his own and George F. Baer, the leader of the operators—a 
peppery, bearded man who was as able as he was violent—in his exasperation 
made one of those unfortunate statements that have altered and illuminated 
every era in man’s march toward a better tomorrow : 

“T beg you not to be discouraged,” Baer said. “The rights and interests of 
the laboring man will be protected and cared for—not by the labor agitators, but 
by the Christian men to whom God in His infinite wisdom has given control of 
the property interests of this country.” 

The press, always sympathetic to the underdog, thundered the ironic state- 
ment across the length and breadth of the land, and ever afterward the leader 
of the operators was known as Divine Right Baer. 

There is no point in my giving the story of that conflict, but suffice it to say 
that the laissez faire barons met their first great defeat in this country at the 
hands of Teddy Roosevelt, after which the President went on to everlasting fame 
as a fearless trust buster, loved by the grateful millions and hated by the moguls. 


HELP FOR OTHERS 


Now, in this latter half of the 20th century, it is utterly inconceivable to me 
that a government which has given organized labor a minimum wage-and-hour 
law; given the producers of every major agricultural commodity some form of 
subsidy and economic support; enacted social security, old-age pensions and 
bulwarked big business with vast sums in low cost, easy payment loans which 
are more often than not entirely canceled by allowing generous tax reductions; 
and, through tariffs and other means, granted subsidies direct and indirect to 
scores of industries, would now harden its heart and deny even the semblence 
of economie justice to the thousands of small broiler-growing family farmers, 
who are truly the forgotten men of agriculture, simply because some feather 
baron seeks to conjure up the ghost of laissez faire. 

And all we broiler growers want or need is simply a measure to effectively 
control the placement of broiler chicks, as embodied in our “Plan for Federal 
Control of Chick Placements,” a plan which can bring order, stability and pros- 
perity to every broiler-growing area in America, and keep it that way. 

Moreover, as the broiler industry is a closely knit economic unit, we growers 
are not trying to get any unfair advantage. Our plan calls for the help, advice 
and participation of every segment of the industry for the benefit of us all. 

But we officers and directors of Texas Broiler Association cannot put this 
great stabilizing and beneficial plan into effect alone. We must have help. Your 
help. 

Yes, you can help. Whoever you are, wherever you are, sit down right now 
and write your Congressman and your Senators and ask them to do something 
for the broiler growers and our hard-pressed industrymen. 

Do not wait for George to do it. Do it yourself and then you can be sure that 
it will be well done. 





COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Louisville, Ky., March 4, 1957. 
Hon. JoHN C. Warts, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Warts: I appreciate your letter of February 26. 

I do not believe that I will be able to be present at the hearings of your com- 
mittee, on March 7 and 8, but I trust that the Association of Food and Drug 
Officials of the United States will be represented at your hearings. 

I have been closely associated with this problem of poultry inspection for a 
number of years and have felt it most unfortunate that the Federal Department 
of Agriculture in the past, at least through its Production and Marketing Divi- 
sion (now the Agriculture Marketing Service) has not always handled its volun- 
tary poultry inspection service in the best interests of the consumer of poultry, 
who in the end is the one most vitally concerned. 








INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 315 


I do hope that your committee will keep this in mind in your final recommenda- 
tion of a bill for consideration by the House of Representatives. 
Very truly yours, 
Mrs. F. C. DuGAN, 
Director, Division of Food and Drug Control. 





COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Louisville, Ky., February 21, 1957. 
Hon. Jonn C. WATTS, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Warts: As director of enforcement of food and food-sanitation 
laws in the State department of health for a number of years, I have been very 
much interested in the supervision of the dressing of poultry to protect the 
consumer from insanitary conditions and diseased birds. 

In 1952 there occurred throughout the United States a number of epidemics 
due to diseased turkeys which came from plants under the voluntary Federal 
poultry inspection service of the Agricultural Marketing Service of the Federal 
Department of Agriculture. These epidemics sparked the program in Congress 
for the passage of a Federal law requiring an inspection service for poultry- 
dressing plants patterned after that of our Federal meat inspection in the 
Department of Agriculture and supervised in the Agricultural Research Service 
of the Federal Department of Agriculture. 

Recently, in Kentucky at least, we have had again a number of epidemics 
in school lunchrooms which could be traced in part to diseased condition in 
turkeys shipped in interstate commerce from plants under the voluntary poultry 
inspection of the Agricultural Marketing Service of the Federal Department 
of Agriculture. 

It is my information that 8S. 1128 has been introduced into the Senate and 
provides for official Government inspection service within the Agricultural Re- 
search Service of the Department of Agriculture which now has the responsibility 
for earrying on the inspection for wholesomeness of meat and meat products 
under the Federal Meat Inspection Act. Undoubtedly there will be introduced 
other bills both in the House and the Senate on this same subject. 

I do want you to know that, as a State official as well as a member of the 
Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States, I urge that you 
give your support to the poultry inspection bill which provides for inspection 
service under the Agricultural Research Service of the United States Department 
of Agriculture. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. F. C. DUGAN, 
Director, Division of Foods and Drugs. 


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Louisville, Ky., Mareh 4, 1957. 
Hon. JoHn ©, WATTS, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR Mr. WATTS: Public health officials and those having enforcement of food 
laws have been concerned for a number of years in the need for a nationwide 
Poultry Inspection Act similar to our Federal Meat Inspection Act. 

As you well know, such bills have been before Congress for perhaps the past 
two sessions, and you, yourself as chairman of the House Agriculture Subcom- 
mittee on Poultry and Eggs expect to be, within the next few weeks, immersed 
in hearings on this subject. 

May I urge you to give consideration to the importance of the enforcement 
provisions of any such act. 

It would appear that many of the bills which have been presented to Congress 
on this subject are not for the purpose of protecting public health, but rather 
favor the poultry industries. 


89831—-57——-21 
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Public health officials are convinced that the consumer will receive adequate 
protection if the proposed act pleases poultry inspection in the Department of 
Agriculture under the Agricultural Research Service, where at the present time 
red meat inspection is enforced. 

Senate bill 1128 requires both mandatory ante mortem and post mortem inspec- 
tion of poultry and it places the inspection in the Department of Agriculture, 
Agricultural Research Service, and, as State health commissioner, I urge that 
you do all that you can to support similar legislation in the House. 

Sincerely yours, 
RUSSELL BE. TEAGUE, M. D., 
State Health Commissioner. 


BROWNING TURKEY FARM, 
Winchester, Ky., March 5, 1957. 
Hon. Jonn C. WATTS, 
Representative from Kentucky, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Warts: This letter will confirm our phone conversation of today, 
in which you suggested we forward a written statement regarding hearings on 
possible laws governing mandatory Federal inspection of dressed poultry moving 
in interstate commerce. 

Speaking for the Kentucky Turkey Growers Association and as a director 
of the National Turkey Federation, we wish to go on record as favoring the 
following House bills 514, 767, and 5463. Also, 1964 and 3052 would be highly 
acceptable. 

In our opinion, these bills best provide for the protection of producer, proc- 
essor and consumer. They have logical application to our progressive poultry 
industry. 

Our group heartily favors mandatory governmental inspection of all poultry 
meat moving in interstate commerce. We do feel that the smaller producer, 
selling direct to the consumer his own homegrown production, should be exempt 
from such provisions. 

We are advised that there is a strong movement underway to pass a law in the 
next Kentucky legislature to provide for State inspection of all meats processed 
and sold within Kentucky. 

Your influence to secure passage of one of the above-named bills would be 
appreciated by various Kentucky poultry groups. Such provisions are essential 
to the continued growth of Kentucky’s promising poultry industry. 

Respectfully yours, 
EB. 8. McConneE tt. 


THAYER’S “PHEASANT LAND”, 
Candia, N. H., March 6, 1957. 
Hon. CHESTER E. MERROW, 
House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: Referring to the poultry bills which require compulsory post mortem 
and ante mortem inspection. 

We are small producers of game birds. This product is not in large enough 
demand to be processed and moved in volume in regular commercial channels. 

We ask that the deletion and exclusion of the words “or commercially pro- 
duced game birds’ be removed from all the bills. 

The passing of the bills as written would create a hardship on the small game 
bird producers throughout the States which approximately 90 percent of the 
breeders come under this classification. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLEN J. THAYER. 





AMERICAN NURSES’ ASSOCIATION, INC., 
New York, N. Y., March 7, 1957. 


Hon. Haroitp D. Coo.ey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 
DEAR Mr. Cootey: Thank you for granting the American Nurses’ Association 
this opportunity to record its views on pending legislation to provide for com- 
pulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products. 
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The American Nurses’ Association is the national organization of registered 
professional nurses with over 180,000 members in 54 constituent State and 
Territorial associations. This organization believes that it is imperative that 
Congress immediately enact legislation to provide for mandatory inspection of 
poultry and of the plants where poultry is processed, Such mandatory inspec- 
tion is essential for the protection of consumers and of those who handle 
poultry. 

We believe the legislation should provide for reasonable methods of ante- 
mortem inspection in order that diseases may be detected which can more 
easily be identified in live fowl. Adequate inspection of the live birds would 
protect not only the consumer, but would eliminate a major industrial hazard 
for the poultry worker. 

We urge that the legislation provide for mandatory inspection of each carcass 
in order to insure the best possible protection of the consumer. For the protec- 
tion of both the consumer and the worker, sanitary conditions should be main- 
tained in processing plants. 

In order that the legislation can be effectively administered in the public 
interest, it must provide for the integrity of the inspection and labeling process. 
This can be best accomplished when the inspectors are employed by and respon- 
sible only to the Government agency which administers the program. 

H. R. 5408 (Anfuso) and H. R. 5489 (Polk) include the provisions essential 
to adequate protection of the public health. We urge favorable consideration of 
these measures by your committee. 

Very sincerely yours, 
ELua BEstT, R. N., 
Executive Secretary. 


CuicaGo, Intt., March 6, 1957. 
Hon. HAro_p D. Coorgy, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

This association is opposed to any law which will eliminate sale of New York 
dressed poultry. Many buyers prefer poultry in this form. We are certain that 
regulations can be promulgated dealing with the sale of New York dressed 
poultry which will protect buyers. Let us not burn the house to roast the pig. 
Proposed inspection legislation would confine commerce to eviscerated form. 
This is unnecessary, unfair, and would destroy an entire legitimate industry. 
The problems can be properly dealt with without destroying commerce in an 
item desired by the public and a business engaged in by so many. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOTEL AND 
RESTAURANT MEAT PURVEYORS, 
Harry L. RUDNIOCK, 





NortH CAROLINA STATE BoOArp or HEALTH, 
Raleigh, N. C., March 6, 1957. 
Hon. Haroitp D. CooLey, 
Chairman, Committee of Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. Cootky: I understand that hearings on compulsory poultry imspec- 
tion are scheduled for March 6, 7, and 8, 1957, before the Poultry and Eggs Sub- 
committee of the House Committee on Agriculture. 

I should like to list for your consideration some provisions which, in my 
opinion, should be included in any poultry-inspection bill passed by Congress. 
These are: 

1. The inspecting agency should be specifically designated as the Meat Inspec- 
tion Branch, USDA. Testimony at hearings last year demonstrated that the 
Agricultural Marketing Service has done an unsatisfactory job of poultry inspec- 
tion under a voluntary program, while the Meat Inspection Branch, USDA, has 
done an excellent job in protecting the public for over 50 years. The main pur- 
pose of the Marketing Agency is to promote sales of poultry products. 

2. Post mortem inspection of each carcass should be mandatory. 

8. Ante mortem inspection should be required but the manner of inspection 
should be left to the discretion of the inspector. 

4. Inspectors should be employees of the Federal Government and not of pri- 
vate industry. It is unthinkable that persons working for a firm would be per- 
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mitted to pass or reject their company’s product in a Government inspection 
program. Inspectors should be under civil service just as they are in the Meat 
Inspection Branch. 

5. Legal loopholes such as prohibitive acts in the law should be avoided so that 
the law can be properly and fairly enforced. 

It is my understanding that the Humphrey bill (introduced in United States 
Senate) is the only one before Congress that includes all of the above-mentioned 
provisions. These provisions will not only serve to protect the health of the 
consumers of poultry products, but will promote the consumption of poultry 
which will in turn benefit the farmer and poultry processor. 

Your consideration of this matter will be appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Martin P. HINes, 
D. V. M., Chief, Veterinary Public Health Section. 


DENVER, CoLo., March 6, 1957. 
MAset C. Downey, 
Clerk, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
House of Representatives, United States Congress, 
Washington, D.C.: 
We favor the adoption of H. R. 899. Believe this bill will best protect the public 
health. Letter to follow. 
Lxioyp Frortro, M. D., 
Manager, Department of Health and Hospitals, Denver. 


CrTy AND COUNTY OF DENVER, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HOSPITALS, 
Denver, Colo., March 7, 1957. 
Mase C. Downey, 
Clerk, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
House of Representatives, United States Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeEaR Miss DowneEyY: We are writing you this letter to explain more fully our 
recommendation contained in our telegram of March 6 encouraging the adoption 
of H. R. 899. 

The Denver Department of Health and Hospitals is vitally interested in good 
Federal legislation for the inspection of poultry and poultry products. A year 
ago Mr. J. R. Cameron, director of our division of sanitation, appeared before 
the Senate Subcommittee on Legislation Affecting the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

We have attached hereto a statement concerning Federal poultry-inspection 
legislation which we submitted to the Senate Agriculture Committee. Our feel- 
ings in this matter are not changed, and we therefore submit this same statement 
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry of the House of Representatives. 

After careful consideration of the bills being considered by the committee, we 
favor the adoption of H. R. 899. We believe that this bill will protect the public 
health and will not favor any one group or industry. 

Very truly yours, 
LuioypD Fiorto, M. D., Manager. 





STATEMENT OF LiLOyD Fiorio, M. D., MANAGER (COMMISSIONER), DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH AND HospIrats. Ciry AND COUNTY OF DENVER, COLO., CONCERNING 
FEDERAL POULTRY INSPECTION LEGISLATION 


The State of Colorado and the city and county of Denver are predominantly 
poultry-importing areas. We who are charged by law with the responsibility 
of the protection of the consumer’s health, are vitally concerned with legislation 
which will affect poultry received in the commercial establishments of Denver. 
The city of Denver is the largest poultry-counsuming area within the State of 
Colorado. The Denver Department of Health and Hospitals has worked har- 
moniously with the Denver regional office of the United States Food and Drug 
Administration and the Meat Inspection Service of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. Both of these agencies have shown their concern for the 
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protection of the consumer’s health. We believe that either of these agencies 
is eminently qualified to administer a poultry inspection program for consumer 
protection. 

It has come to our attention that other bills are being introduced into the 
United States Congress which will place the responsibility for this vital health 
function under the administration of certain marketing divisions within the 
United States Department of Agriculture. The marketing divisions of the 
Department of Agriculture are primarily interested in the promotion and sale 
of agricultural products and their fundamental concern is to expedite the 
marketing of poultry and poultry products. Based on our experience and ob- 
servations over the past 10 years, we believe that by placing the responsibility 
of Federal poultry inspection in the Food and Drug Administration or the Meat 
Inspection Service of the Department of Agriculture, the protection of the con- 
sumer’s health will be of primary concern, whereas consumer interest will be 
secondary if such responsibilities are placed in the Marketing Division of the 
Department of Agriculture. We are convinced that the promotion of the 
economics of an industry and the public health protection of the products produced 
by that industry are incompatible. This has been amply demonstrated by some of 
the so-called voluntary inspection programs now operated by the Agricultural 
Marketing Service of the Department of Agriculture. 

The only justification that exists for any poultry inspection program is to 
afford adequate protection to the public to prevent the consumption of adulter- 
ated, filthy, and unwholesome products. Therefore, any proposal to use such 
type of legislation to expedite the marketing of these products does not appear 
to us to be sound legislation. 

In summary the Denver Department of Health and Hospitals urges support 
of legislation to place the responsibilities for Federal poultry inspection in an 
agency of the government whose primary interest is the protection of the public 
health and not the marketing of that product. We believe such responsibility 
should be specifically stated in the legislation and that such responsibility should 
be given either to the Food and Drug Administration or to the Meat Inspection 
Service of the United States Department of Agriculture. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Luioyp Frorto, M. D., 
Manager, Department of Health and Hospitals, Denver, Colo. 


M1D-CONTINENTAL ASSOCIATION OF Foop AND Drue OFFICIALS, 
Kansas City, Mo., March 8, 1957. 
Hon. Harotp D. CooLry, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CooLtEYy: The Mid-Continental Association of Food and 
Drug Officials is vitally interested in legislation which would require the com- 
pulsory inspection of all dressed poultry shipped in interstate commerce and 
it is our understanding that several bills dealing with this matter have been 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture of which you are chairman. H. R. 
4357, H. R. 767, H. R. 12 are current bills concerning this matter which have 
come to our attention. 

For your information we are attaching a copy of a resolution concerning this 
matter which was unanimously approved by the Mid-Continental Association 
of Food and Drug Officials at its last meeting. The Mid-Continental Association 
of Food and Drug Officials is composed of regulatory food and drug officials 
from the States of Kansas, Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Missouri. 

Very truly yours, 
THeo. B. BENJAMIN, 

Secretary-Treasurer, Mid-Continental Association of Food and Drug Officials. 


RESOLUTIONS 


Whereas the Mid-Continental Association of Food and Drug Officials having 
been advised of the various bills concerning mandatory poultry inspection which 
were introduced in the 84th Congress has given these bills due study; and 

Whereas the Mid-Continental Association of Food and Drug Officials has also 
considered the records of the hearings on S. 3176, known as the Murray bill and 
S. 3588, known as the Aiken bill, and has found the former to be aimed at the 
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protection of the consumer, and the latter primarily designed to aid the sale of 
poultry ; and 

Whereas the testimony recorded at the hearings indicate that the United States 
Department of Agriculture intends to consider the matter of poultry inspection 
a marketing matter rather than a public health matter and that any law on the 
subject placed in its hands for enforcement would result only in an expansion of 
the inadequate type of inspection now available on a voluntary basis through 
the Agricultural Marketing Service of the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Mid-Continental Association of Food and Drug Officials, in 
conference assemble at Joplin, Mo., October 9, 1956, places itself on record as 
approving the principles of S. 3176 with the definite objection to its enforcement 
being placed in the United States Department of Agriculture; be it further 

Resolwed, That the Mid-Continental Association of Food and Drug Officials 
places itself on record as being opposed to the principles of S. 3588, especially 
those portions of the bill which if passed would place the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in the enforcement of a law affecting poultry not in inter- 
state commerce, and those portions of the bill which would render State poultry 
inspection laws useless and cooperation between the States and the Fe ‘eral 
enforcing agency impossible ; be it further 

Resolved, That the Mid-Continental Association of Food and Drug Officials 
places itself on record as recommending that any bill concerned with the sani- 
tary inspection of poultry plants or the inspection of poultry for wholesomeness 
be placed in an agency specifically intended for the protection of the public inter- 
ests and welfare, specifically the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare ; 
be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary be instructed to transmit copies of this resolu- 
tion to the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the Food and Drug Commissioner, the appropriate mem- 
bers and committee chairmen of the 85th Congress, the Association of Food and 
Drug Officials of the United States, and to such other persons and groups as may 
be directed by the executive committee. 

Mip-CoNTINENTAL ASSOCIATION OF Foop 
AND DruG@ OFFICTALS, 
Tueo B. BenJAMIN, Secretary-Treasurer. 





STATEMENT OF Misstssrer1 Pouttry IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, JACKSON, MIss. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is A. R. Twiss. Mr. 
B. C. Rogers and I are from Morton, Miss., and we are appearing here today to 
present a statement in behalf of the Mississippi Poultry Improvement Association 
which represents the broiler, turkey, and egg producers, hatchery men, feed men, 
and poultry processors in that State. 

These various phases of the poultry business rank near the top of Mississippi’s 
total income. 

This organization has been very concerned about the matter of compulsory 
inspection of poultry, and all processors shipping poultry interstate have spent 
a considerable amount of hard-earnéd money the past year to modernize their 
plants so as to give the consumer a wholesome product, 

There is plenty of evidence that the consumer has been obtaining a fine poultry 
product in unprecedented quantities during the past year, or they would not have 
provided the terrific demand to consume the record poultry and turkey crop in 
1956. 

By and large, throughout the years the industry itself has taken on the job 
of maintaining and even improving the wholesomeness of its product. Now it 
must take another step ahead through compulsory inspection for wholesomeness. 
Why, this industry is not the same one of a few years back. It is growing up. 
To hold the magnificent gains made the last 10 years it should take every precau- 
tion to preserve the high standards which have helped us to win a larger share 
of the food dollar. 

The voluntary program has served well, but it must give way to progress. The 
industry cannot afford to waste sympathy on the fellow who, because he is un- 
informed or careless or because for competitive reasons he has decided to cut a 
few corners and dares to allow unwholesome products to enter trade channels. 
To do so jeopardizes the reputation of an entire industry. 
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We feel S. 313 is a good bill. S. 645 has additional points that we would like 
to see included. Then we would have a practical inspection program that will 
adequately protect the consumer and will be workable for the industry. 

It is amazing that here today we have represented all segments of a great 
industry, banded together asking for a reasonable poultry-inspection bill, in 
which the consumer wins a better product and the industry can continue to make 
a healthy growth. 

We believe this can be accomplished by following the sound suggestions made 
by the industry here today. 

We want to express our appreciation to the committee for allowing us to 
present the views of the Mississippi Poultry Improvement Association on this 
subject. 


WHITNEY QUAIL FARMS, 
Austin, T'ex., March 11, 1957. 


Subject: Poultry Bills. 


Hon. HoMER THORNBERRY, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. THORNBERRY: I am in the game-bird business in Travis County, 
Tex., and the poultry bills that are pending, requiring compulsory post mortem 
and ante mortem inspection are of vital interest to me. The word “poultry” in 
these bills (H. R. 12, 377, 514, 899, 767, 1964, 3052, and 4357), is defined as, “The 
term ‘poultry’ means any live or slaughtered domesticated or commercially 
produced game bird.” This definition includes our industry as game breeders. 

I am fully aware of the necessity of this type of legislation and am in agree- 
ment with the bills with this exception. We request the deletion and exclusion 
of the words “or commercially produced game birds” for the following reasons: 

1. Ninety percent of the 15,000 game-bird breeders in the United States are 
small producers, raising less than 1,000 birds total of the game-bird food 
species, quail, partridge, and pheasants. It is not practical to set up individual 
inspection for these small operators even on a part-time basis. 

2. Because of the different types of game birds and their sizes, poultry- 
processing plants that have inspection refuse this product for custom dressing 
as it would require much more time to adjust their equipment and personnel 
than the compensation from such a project would allow. 

3. Game birds for food are a seasonable product and come at a time of the 
year when the majority of poultry processors are working at a peak on turkeys 
and holiday fowl. 

4. The quail and partridge are of such a small size that the processing is in 
the main a hand operation, rather than a production-line item. 

5. A large quantity of game birds are sold as gift items. These sales are not 
through commercial channels or direct to the household consumer, but require 
a third party. (This is a violation under exemptions. ) 

6. The products are a luxury item and are not in large enough demand to be 
cooperatively processed and moved in volume in regular commercial channels. 

7. Finally may I site as a paralleling example of this request: When the red- 
meat legislation regulating inspection of beef, pork, lamb, ete., was passed, com- 
mercially raised venison was excluded from that bill. 

Your consideration of this request is greatly appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
G. E. WHITNEY. 


Live OAK, FLa., March 14, 1957. 
Hon. D. R. (Bitty) MarrHews, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Matruews: I don’t believe I have ever met you in person but I have 
seen you several times during your campaigns for office. I am primarily in the 
retail furniture business. I have a store here in Live Oak and one in Madison. 

Also I have here in Live Oak a small game bird farm. I raise quail and chukar 
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partridge, and I sell most of the chukar partridge dressed, drawn, and frozen. 
I have to dispose of the quail for breeders and release, as our State prohibits 
us from selling them as food. Although there are several States that do permit 
them to be sold as food, when raised in captivity, including our neighboring 
State of Georgia. I believe we will some time in the near future be allowed 
to do so in Florida. 

I understand there are several thousand small game bird farms being operated 
in the United States, and I understand that most of them depend a lot on selling 
part of their birds dressed. Of course, it is a small operation with them. I un- 
derstand that there are some bills coming up in this 85th Congress that are 
namely poultry bills, but I also understand that game birds are included in these 
bills. These bills require compulsory post mortem and ante mortem inspection. 
The word “poultry” in these bills is defined as the word “poultry” means “any live 
or slaughtered domesticated bird or commercially produced game bird.” These 
bills are probably all good bills but, as I see it, it would knock out all of us 
small operators of game bird farms. I don’t believe it would be practical to 
set up individual inspections for these small operators, even on a part-time basis. 
Too, the game bird business is a seasonal one because they only produce ua short 
period during the summer months. 

Well, you might say that we could arrange to run them through some chicken 
processing plant, but it is so small a bird and such a small business that they 
don’t want to be bothered with it. I know, because we have a chicken-processing 
plant here, and I talked to the man about getting him to run my birds, and he 
told me that he didn’t believe he could because it would not pay him to do so. 
It is in the main a hand operation. 

I will appreciate very much if you can have the wording of the game bird 
deleted from these bills. Thanks. 

Yours very truly, 
J. I. Dunn. 





INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MILK AND Foop SANITARIANS, INC., 
Shelbyville, Ind., Mareh 12, 1957. 
Hon. Haroup D. Coo.ry, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: The International Association of Milk and Food Sanitarians, Inc. 
at its last annual meeting adopted a resolution definitely favoring official in- 
spection of poultry both before and after slaughter. On this basis our associa- 
tion is in accord with the proposed legislation embraced in either bill H. R. 
5408 or H. R. 5398. 

It is the feeling of this association that disease in poultry cannot be properly 
discovered unless both ante and post mortem inspection is made. Any stamp, 
legend or other mark on poultry affixed by an official agency must be one in 
which the consumer has confidence. This confidence must stem from the fact 
that the product in question is disease free and safe for human consumption. 
There are ample facts to show that diseased and infected poultry cause a sub- 
stantial number of outbreaks of food-borne disease among consumers. If ade- 
quate official inspection was instituted this condition could be greatly minimized. 

We see a marked similarity between the inspection of poultry and the inspec- 
tion of other meat animals, and cannot believe that effective poultry inspection 
can be based on an economic grade and overlook the more important factor of 
wholesomeness. The present practice, for example, of selling poultry under the 
term “New York dressed,” is another practice which violates all the principles 
of good sanitary practice and we strongly urge against it. All poultry should 
be eviscerated in a properly supervised and officially inspected establishment 
before it is offered for sale to the consumer. 

Either of the bills referred to in the opening portion of this letter will accom- 
plish the intended purpose of protecting the health of the consumer, and we 
urge strongly that your committee report favorably on a measure that will give 
this very much needed health protection. 

Yours very truly, 


PAauL CorasH, President. 
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AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER WORKMEN OF 
NorTH AMERICA, LOocAL UNION No. 529, 
Yakima, Wash., March 12, 1957. 
Hon. Hat HoLtMEs, 
Representative, Fourth Congressional District, State of Washington, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hotmes: Three companion bills—Anfuso bill, H. R. 5403; the Sulli- 
van bill, H. R. 5898; and the Polk bill, H. R. 5489—have been introduced in the 
House in support of 8S. 1128, the only mandatory poultry inspection bill that is 
worthy of its name. 

Your cooperation and support for passage of the above will materially aid 
Northwest producers and processors of relatively disease-free poultry from un- 
regulated and insanitary competitive advantages that now exist in many places 
throughout our country. 

Five hundred members of our union, from Ellensburg through the Tri City 
area, are doing all that we can to prevent unscrupulous processors, wherever 
they may be, from processing fowl that is unfit for human consumption. But 
the practice has continued and with each day that passes further demoralizes 
the industry and exposes thuosands more to communicable diseases traced to 
unwholesome poultry products. 

Your kind assistance to pass some effective House legislation for mandatory 
poultry inspection will be greatly appreciated by more than a few constituents. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM FE. Moore, 
Secretary, Meat Cutters Local 529. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 15, 1957. 
Hon. JoHN C. WATTs, 
Chairman, Poultry Subcommittee, 
Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I believe the poultry-inspection bill is very important 
legislation and request therefore that you receive this letter as evidence of my 
strong support of the measure. If I may, however, I would like to make several 
points which I would appreciate having the committee consider in its study of the 
legislation. 

With respect to the inspection agency authorized, I believe that poultry 
inspection and red-meat inspection should be handled by the same department— 
Agricultural Research Service. It is logical to associate poultry with red meat, 
and, moreover, background material is already available in that department for 
the further research which would be required for poultry, on animal diseases, 
food quality, and mineral sanitation requirements. 

I believe costs of inspection should be borne fully by the Government. This is 
necessary to prevent an additional spread in prices between those received 
by the farmer and those paid by the consumer. This provision is important also 
to the small poultry processing plants, to prevent their being caught in a com- 
petitive situation and being forced out of business. 

There is one point not previously made to my knowledge and one which gives 
me great concern. The kosher poultry industry will be seriously affected unless 
the bill is amended to protect kosher-poultry processing. 

I am looking at this from a religious angle. Whenever a religion is involved, 
I think we should do our utmost to avoid infringement upon religious precepts. 
Furthermore, the Hebrew religion itself sets for the kosher poultry industry the 
highest degree of, and rigid standards for sanitation both in slaughter and in 
processing of poultry. I feel that extension of the provisions of this bill to that 
industry would be both unnecessary and injudicious. If necessary, specific 
provision should be made to exempt this industry from the general provisions 
of this bill. I, therefore, suggest the insertion of the following provisions as an 
amendment to this bill by the subcommittee : 

There should be added to the bill the following definition of “kosher poultry” 
(S. 313, sec. 4; S. 645, sec. 4; S. 1128, see. 22). 

“The term ‘kosher poultry’ means any poultry or poultry product which has 
been slaughtered or slaughtered and processed in accordance with the laws of 
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Kashruth, and is identified by a nonremovable metal tag attached thereto certify- 
ing it was slaughtered or slaughtered and processed according to the laws of 
Kashruth.” 

There should be inserted in the bill the following section: 


“Kosher poultry 


“Src. . Kosher poultry shall not be required: (1) to have the feathers 
removed with the use of hot water or steam, and (2) to be eviscerated.” 
Thank you for the privilege of making my suggestions known to your sub- 
committee. 
Kindest regards. 
Sincerely yours, 
Cora Knutson, Congresswoman. 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 14, 1957. 
Hon. Haroitp D. CooLry, 
Chairman, Agriculture Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear HaArorp: I understand your committee will hear congressional witnesses 
on Friday, March 15, in connection with several bills providing for mandatory 
poultry inspection. 

I am convinced that this is desirable legislation from the standpoint of con- 
sumer welfare and health protection, and inasmuch as it will not be possible for 
me to personally testify because of other commitments, I would like to express 
my wholehearted support on behalf of such legislation. 

With cordial regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
(Signed) JonHN J. Rooney. 

P. S. Would you be so kind as to make this letter a part of the record. 


Oak RIDGE GAME FARM, 
Gravette, Ark., March 18, 1957. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE HAys: I am a member of the North American Game 
Breeders Association and it has come to my attention that several bills are in 
Congress to make it compulsory that all dressed poultry, including game birds, 
be Government inspected before they can be offered for sale to the public. 

I wish to inform you that it will be impossible for a small operator such 
as I am, to comply with this regulation and still make a profit from my business. 
Thus, I request that you have the mention of game birds removed from these 
bills before they are made a law. 

Mr. Samuel McCluney, president of the North American Game Breeders As- 
sociation, either has been or plans to testify before you on our behalf. Will 
you please give his testimony thorough consideration. 

Thanks very much. 

Yours truly, 
Max CRAWLEY. 





TEXTILE WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D. C., March 20, 1957. 
Hon. Harrop D. CooLey, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR MR. CONGRESSMAN: The Textile Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO, 
is definitely concerned with the progress of mandatory poultry inspection legis- 
lation. As consumers, we want to see a law which will truly assure us of a 
clean and wholesome product. As workers, we are conscious of industrial 
hazards. We know that a terrible rate of transmission of illness from poultry 
to workers occurs in the poultry-processing industry. 

You are to be congratulated for your efforts to bring about the speedy enact- 
ment of such an inspection law. Consumers and workers owe you a debt of 
gratitude. 
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Although we fully know that you seek a law which is truly consumer pro- 
tective and safeguards workers’ health, we want to express our concern about 
some of the legislation before the Poultry and Egg Subcommittee. Some of 
the legislation would be impossible to enforce. Only a few bills contain manda- 
tory before-slaughter inspection, which although it should not be carried out 
op each bird, is absolutely necessary in some form to protect consumers and 
workers. Also, only a few bills would have the inspection carried out by a con- 
sumer-protective agency, instead of a promotional or marketing agency. 

These points seem basic to us. We fail to see any benefit to anyone from a 
weak bill with loopholes. 

The bills by Congressmen Anfuso and Polk, H. R. 5403 and H. R. 5489, and 
by Congresswoman Sullivan, H. R. 5398, are excellent measures which seem 
to avoid loopholes and at the same time are not injurious in any way to the 
poultry industry. We hope the committee approved one of these bills. 

We would greatly appreciate your support for these measures, especially the 
provision for some form of mandatory ante mortem inspection. 

Thank you very much. 

Cordially yours, 
JOHN W. EDELMAN, 
Washington Representative. 


ASSOCIATION OF STATE PUBLIC HEALTH VETERINARIANS, 
Trenton, N. -J.. Mareh 21, 1957. 
Congressman HaAroLtp D. CooLey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


H{ONORABLE CONGRESSMAN COOLEY: With respect to the poultry inspection bills 
presently under consideration, one item bothers some of the Members of Congress 
considerably. They feel it necessary to provide for some poultry slaughterers 
who do solely an intrastate business the added benefit of marketing consideration 
involved in obtaining a Federal insignia on their product. Our association feels 
that the Congress could provide in the legislation for 2 voluntary proviso for 
Federal inspection. 

By this, it is meant that a poultry processor who voluntarily wishes to go 
under Federal inspection rather than State or city inspection, even though his 
business is solely intrastate, may, upon application to the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, be inspected on the same basis as interstate shipped prod- 
ucts. If this proviso were written in in such a manner, it would eliminate some 
of the objections raised as to placing the small local slaughterer under unfair 
competitive marketing basis. This would, however, continue the normal State- 
Federal relationship of preventing the Federal Government from entering into 
solely intrastate business on a compulsory basis. It would also provide for a 
method whereby poultry slaughterers who meet all sanitation and inspectional 
requirements of the Federal Government could be inspected by the Federal 
Government. 

We therefore offer this as a suggestion to this problem and would appreciate 
any comments or questions in this respect. 

Respectfully yours, 
Oscar SUSSMAN, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 
The committee stands in recess. 
(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, Friday, March 15, 1957, the hearing 
. ° * 7 ; Ss 
was adjourned subject to call of the Chair.) 
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